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Executive Summary  
PALL Plus was funded by a Public Education Endowment Trust (PEET) grant and was conducted 
with the leaders of 12 primary schools serving low socio-economic communities in metropolitan 
Perth throughout 2013 and 2014. It was a development of the Principals as Literacy Leaders 
(PALL) pilot project funded by the Commonwealth Government in 2009-10, which was designed 
to assist primary school principals across Australia to develop their capacity to lead the teaching 
of reading in their schools.  
 
The aims of PALL Plus were: 
1. To develop further the capacity of primary principals and other school leaders to lead 
literacy learning in low SES schools. 
2. To build teacher knowledge of reading development and the pedagogy associated with 
effective instruction of students who do not acquire reading skills easily.   
3. To develop the capacity of Education Assistants to, under the direction of teachers, work 
intensively with small groups of students to support their beginning reading skills. 
4. To enhance the acquisition of basic reading skills in students who are at risk of not learning 
to read. 
 
Five full-day professional learning modules were delivered throughout the first year of the 
project, each of which combined formal input from the project leaders, workshop activities and 
discussion. Each module had a strong research base, and prepared school leaders to collect and 
analyse student achievement data; identify an area of need within their school related to reading 
instruction; and lead the development, implementation and evaluation of an evidence-based 
reading intervention in the second year of the Project. Each school was supported by a literacy 
and a leadership mentor, with over 140 visits being made over the two years.  
 
Pre- and post-intervention survey data were collected from the participating leaders and 
teachers involved in the school interventions to determine changes in understanding of the 
reading process and classroom practice. Education Assistants were also surveyed regarding the 
roles they performed.  The phonological skills, alphabetic knowledge and reading accuracy, rate 
and comprehension of a sample of students from each school were assessed pre- and post-
intervention, with a total of over 700 students involved overall.   
 
Major positive outcomes included: 
• Both content and delivery of the professional learning modules were regarded positively 
by the school leaders, and prompted changes in school practices relating to the teaching 
of reading 
• Substantial growth occurred in the school leaders’ knowledge of the reading process 
• There was some evidence of growth in teachers’ knowledge of the reading process 
• More explicit teaching of reading skills was implemented across the schools 
• The mentor visits were important in maintaining project focus and momentum 
• Statistically significant growth occurred in the phonological skills and alphabetic 
knowledge of the vast majority of students  
• Statistically significant growth occurred in the reading accuracy of students in Years 3-7, 
with moderate effect sizes for students in Years 3, 4 and 5.  
• Statistically significant growth occurred in the reading rate of students in Years 4 and 5, 
but effect sizes were small.  
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Other outcomes included: 
• No significant changes were perceived in the roles of the Education Assistants 
throughout the project 
• A small number of teachers in at least three schools remained resistant to the approach 
to reading instruction promoted by the Project 
• On average, only small improvements were made in the reading comprehension of 
students across grades, although results varied considerably across schools, and across 
classes within some schools  
• Little progress was made by students in the lowest percentiles (1-20) apart from the 
phonological development of Pre-primary students 
 
Recommendations emerging from this research are: 
1. That systematic collection of student achievement data continues throughout 2015. 
Several leaders commented that they expected the impact of PALL Plus to be more 
evident from 2015. 
2. That a document containing guidelines and strategies that reinforce core knowledge and 
processes essential to early reading be developed and disseminated at the system level 
to support the development of struggling students. This group did not make progress in 
the PALL Pus project, and requires highly targeted teaching.  Many teachers are 
unfamiliar with the role decodable readers can play in supporting the blending process, 
the underlying process used to read an alphabetic language; or strategies such as match-
to-sample that provide the intensity and frequency of practice some children need. 
3. That school clusters take advantage of the expertise developed by many of the 
participating leaders and teachers. This could take the form of staff development 
sessions at different schools followed by collaborative meetings to discuss 
implementation ideas and issues; or visits to classrooms to observe synthetic phonics 
lessons, or the explicit teaching of vocabulary, fluency or comprehension.  
4. That the report be placed on the WA Department of Education website so the non-
commercial frameworks and assessment tools can be made available to a wider 
audience. 
5. That volunteer leaders present the outcomes of their literacy interventions at a public 
seminar to disseminate the results, and the evidence-based practices that led to them.  
6. That more attention is focused on developing the skills of Education Assistants, as they 
play an integral role in supporting both teachers and students, and have great potential 
to contribute further.  
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Introduction 
This report documents the activity and achievements of the 2013-2014 PALL Plus project, 
(Agreement G10000458), which was funded by a Public Education Endowment Trust (PEET) 
grant. Pall Plus was based on the Principals as Literacy Leaders (PALL) pilot project funded by the 
Commonwealth Government in 2009-10, a collaborative partnership involving the Australian 
Primary Principals Association (APPA), Edith Cowan University, Griffith University and the 
Australian Catholic University.  
The PALL pilot project was designed to assist 60 primary school principals across Australia to 
develop their capacity to lead the teaching of reading in their schools. It included the ongoing 
support of leadership mentors to support schools as they implemented a literacy intervention in 
the second year of the project. The PALL Plus project had similar aims, but included several 
additional components: 
• In addition to the principal, two other leaders from each school had the opportunity 
to participate to increase school-based expertise and support sustainability of the 
project; 
• Each school also had the support of a Literacy Mentor, who visited throughout the 
duration of the project; 
• Additional professional development was included for the class teachers and 
Education Assistants involved in the PALL Plus literacy interventions.  
Aims of PALL Plus 
1. To develop further the capacity of primary principals and other school leaders to lead literacy 
learning in low SES schools. 
2. To build teacher knowledge of reading development and the pedagogy associated with 
effective instruction of students who do not acquire reading skills easily.   
3. To develop the capacity of Education Assistants to, under the direction of teachers, work 
intensively with small groups of students to support their beginning reading skills. 
4. To enhance the acquisition of basic reading skills in students who are at risk of not learning to 
read. 
Planning Procedures 
Recruitment of schools 
In September and October of 2012, schools in low socio-economic communities were recruited 
through the networks and personal contacts of the project’s leadership mentors, Paul Woodley 
and Sam De Leo. The aims of the project were explained, and the commitments of the project 
team and the schools were outlined. Project funding was available for 10 schools but 13 schools 
responded, and were accepted. The participating schools agreed to each contribute $2500 
towards the cost of additional resources and mentoring visits.  
 
9 
 
Participating schools 
The following primary schools initially participated in the PALL Plus project.  
Ashfield P.S.  Balga P.S.  Bramfield Park P.S. Clayton View P.S.  
Lockridge PS  Merriwa P.S.  Midvale P.S.  North Balga P.S. Queens 
Park P.S.  Swan View P.S.  Waddington P.S. Warriapendi P.S. 
Wirrabirra P.S.  
Not all schools could take advantage of the offer of two additional places in the program because 
of funding constraints or reluctance to have too many staff absent from the school. Because 
some schools only had one leader participating, other schools were able to include additional 
staff.   
Inception meeting  
An inception meeting was held on November 12, 2012 on Mt Lawley campus of Edith Cowan 
University. An outline of the program was provided and dates for module delivery were 
negotiated.  
Organisation of venue and catering 
The Hospitality Training Centre attached to Mirrabooka Senior High School was selected for 
delivery of the five full-day modules. This venue was relatively centrally located for the 
participants, and supported another local school in a low socio-economic area. 
Provision of resources 
At the commencement of Module 1, each participant was provided with a PALL Plus project 
folder for the cumulative collection of Module notes, Powerpoint presentations, readings, 
references and data collection tools. The folder contained acknowledgement of the Public 
Education Endowment Trust grant, contact details of the project team and participating schools, 
and statements of the project aims, the principles that informed development of the modules, 
and the evidence-based positions taken throughout the project regarding leadership of literacy 
learning. An 8GB USB flash drive was also provided for each participant, which included 
electronic copies of materials pertaining to Modules 1 and 2 (delivered on successive days). 
Throughout presentation of Module 3, 4 and 5, relevant documents were uploaded on each USB 
by project team members.  
A timeline and overview of the major activity undertaken throughout the project is attached as 
Appendix A.  
ECU Project Team Changes 
Sam de Leo, one of the Leadership mentors, withdrew from the second year of the project due 
to other commitments. As the greatest demand from schools during the second year of the 
project is for literacy support, this was manageable.  Paul Woodley took on additional 
responsibility in the second half of the year when school leaders were preparing their 
Intervention Evaluation Reports, as demand for leadership support was higher at that time. Paul 
also managed completion of the post-project Personal Leadership Profiles (PLPs); conducted 
interviews with available leaders about pre- and post-project changes in their Personal 
Leadership Profiles, analysed the results of the pre-post PLPs and interview data, and provided a 
report of the major findings.  
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Changes in schools 
As mentioned in the second Interim Report, the beginning of the second year of the PALL project 
always represents a vulnerable period as the many demands of a new school year compete with 
the implementation of the intervention. This vulnerability increases if there are leadership 
changes. 
Before his move to another school, the principal of Ashfield Primary School was the only staff 
member who had been attending the PALL Plus modules, as the school constituted a small and 
very complex setting, and the other senior staff member needed to be on site. While some PALL 
work had been initiated at the school, it was not a priority for the incoming principal, who had 
not been engaged in the project at all. Despite a visit by the leadership mentor and the offer of 
further visits, Ashfield withdraw from the project in early March, 2014. 
The principal of Balga Primary School, who had been participating in the project with his Deputy 
and literacy leader, received a promotional move at the beginning of Term 3 in 2013. Balga 
School continued involvement under the direction of the Literacy Coordinator and Deputy 
Principal, confirming the wisdom of including additional school leaders in the workshops. All 
other schools continued their involvement in the project. The Deputy Principal of Roseworth 
Independent Public School also attended the Modules to reenergise the school’s approach after 
the school principal had been involved in the pilot project in 2009-2010 
PALL Modules and Module Evaluations 
Five full-day professional learning modules were delivered throughout the first year of the 
project, each of which combined formal input from the project leaders, workshop activities and 
discussion. Participants completed short evaluations at the conclusion of each module (see 
Appendix B for an example), which required responses along a 5-point scale from Not Helpful to 
Extremely Worthwhile. Participants were also encouraged to comment on any “highlights”, and 
make suggestions for improvement. This allowed more participants to provide feedback than the 
originally planned focus groups, for the feedback to remain anonymous, and to gather data in a 
time-effective manner. Elements of subsequent modules were modified in response to feedback 
from participants.  
Module 1:  Leading Literacy Learning in Schools 
Module 1 presented key findings from research into leadership, with particular reference to how 
school leaders can contribute to improved student learning. This module introduced the Leading 
Literacy Learning Blueprint (Dempster, 2009, see Appendix C), which provides a framework for 
leading literacy improvement in schools. Important concepts contained within this framework 
include the centrality of moral purpose and a shared mission in effective leadership, the need for 
broad distribution of leadership, and the notion of disciplined dialogue to support the building of 
professional conversations with teachers about effective classroom teaching. 
Table 1: Summary of Module 1 evaluations  
Module 1: Leading Literacy Learning in Schools 
Scale Not helpful                                                                                                              Extremely Worthwhile 
1 2 3 4 5 
Responses 
N=30 0 0 4 22 4 
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The large majority of respondents rated Module 1 as either Worthwhile or Extremely 
worthwhile. There were 19 comments regarding the value of the research evidence presented, 
including the following: 
The evidence based data and research issues provided invaluable discussion and were 
thought provoking. 
Reinforced / refreshed knowledge of research.  Provided context for reflection. 
Having the research presented in a simple, easy to read format enables me to return to 
school with a thorough understanding of leadership.   
Twelve respondents referred to the usefulness of the Leading Literacy Learning Blueprint, with 
comments similar to the following: 
The blueprint sets out learning leadership clearly. 
Framework - necessary dimensions in a quick overview that was succinct and to the point. 
The model is simple to understand and also acts as a great reflection tool. 
Eight positive comments related to the inclusion of moral purpose in school leadership, and five 
referred to the usefulness of the concept of disciplined dialogue. The opportunity for networking 
and sharing experiences and insights with colleagues working in similarly challenging 
environments is usually a welcome component of professional learning sessions for school 
leaders. Six respondents referred to this aspect, with comments such as “the opportunity to 
discuss and network in a focused way” and “time to reflect” seen as positive outcomes.  
Eleven respondents, while also acknowledging the usefulness of the module, commented that 
they would like more time for discussion. Balancing the need for input with discussion can be 
difficult, but additional discussion sessions were included in subsequent modules in response to 
this feedback.   
Module 2:  What Leaders Need to Know about Learning to Read 
Module 2 presented the research evidence regarding best practice in the teaching of reading. 
The ‘Big Six’ (Konza, 2010, see Appendix D) of (1) oral language (2) phonological awareness (3) 
letter/sound knowledge (4) vocabulary development (5) fluency and (6) comprehension was 
presented as a simple framework that encapsulated the core elements required for skilled 
reading to develop. The need for each of these elements to be explicitly taught was also 
highlighted. This input was designed to provide principals with the capacity to have informed 
professional conversations with their staff. Module 2 also introduced participants to the Literacy 
Practices Guide (LPG - Konza, 2012, see Appendix E), which provides a structured way of looking 
at five different dimensions of the teaching/learning environment as they relate to the teaching 
of reading. This tool was designed to build literacy knowledge, support and monitor literacy 
teaching, and facilitate professional conversations about the reading progress of students. 
Table 2: Summary of Module 2 evaluations  
Module 2: What Leaders Need to Know about Learning to Read 
Scale Not helpful                                                                                                              Extremely Worthwhile 
1 2 3 4 5 
Responses 
N=33 0 0 1 15 17 
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The large majority of respondents rated Module 2 as either Worthwhile or Extremely 
worthwhile. The explanation of the research behind the literacy positions taken in the project 
attracted ten positive comments, including “an opportunity to review what the research says in 
regards to literacy”; “useful in supporting my understanding and philosophy”; and “great to be 
able to connect ideas to research and provide good reasons for improving practice”. 
The Big Six model of reading attracted 12 positive comments, including “great development of 
understanding”; and “really useful to refresh and remind me of what's what!” Other comments 
included: 
I now have the background knowledge to provide staff with information regarding the 
teaching of reading. 
Love how this organizes & structures the levels / strategies so it can be really effective in 
schools. 
The Literacy Practices Guide was viewed as a potentially useful resource in their schools and 
attracted 18 positive comments including: 
Fantastic resource to help stimulate disciplined dialogue! So important to have 'common 
language' of what a good literacy class looks like! 
I think this will be a really useful tool for us to open up discussions with staff! 
A useful document to take to school and amend our school documents to improve literacy 
practice. 
Great resource - thank you for all your hard work and passion!! 
Very practical guide - teacher friendly, easy to understand - succinct. 
I'm really looking forward to utilizing the guide as a reflection and planning tool. 
One participant wanted “to have opportunity to 'dig into' this more within the session”, a 
realistic comment in view of the complexity of the information presented. 
Module 3: Leading Literacy Data Gathering and Analysis 
Module 3 examined the role of both qualitative and quantitative data in informing planning, and 
measuring intervention success. Specific assessments for each of the Big Six were discussed, 
including whole class screeners of some skills, and fine-grained individual assessments for 
individual students. Principals were provided with a framework for gathering data on student 
achievement and classroom practice, and strategies for engaging staff in analysis of data, and 
planning subsequent interventions. 
Table 3: Summary of Module 3 evaluations  
Module 3: Assessment for Learning 
Scale Not helpful                                                                                                              Extremely Worthwhile 
1 2 3 4 5 
Responses 
N=29 0 0 11 11 7 
 
The response to Module 3 on assessment was slightly less positive overall, but 19 of the 29 
participants still rated it in the upper two categories, while 11 participants rated it as being 
moderately worthwhile. No participants rated any sessions in the lowest two categories. 
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The opportunity to share information with colleagues of how the Literacy Practices Guide had 
been used at the different schools since its introduction in Module 2 attracted 18 positive 
comments. One participant appreciated “hearing collegial approaches to using the Guide, 
particularly peer review strategy”, and another found “the many ways in which the document 
can be used” to be helpful.  Other comments referred to the benefits of “knowing that we are on 
track” and “listening to other schools share how they've used the LPG and 'borrow' some of their 
ideas!” 
There were 18 positive responses to the class and individual assessments of each of the Big Six 
elements, with reference to the “large range of diagnostic tools available”; “receiving all the test 
types under the Big 6 headings - clear understanding of each”; and “building the bank of 
resources and clarifying in my mind the links between each element of the Big Six”. For some 
participants, however, the session was somewhat overwhelming (“Too much info to be useful” 
and “would have presented fewer choices”).  
Six participants provided general comments on the day, which are presented here. 
It was a heavy going day and we covered a lot of material.  I am a bit overloaded with info 
but it is (!) valuable.  
Very informative, busy session.  Head is spinning with the amount of information. 
Coming up with a plan to streamline assessments and cut down on some of our assessments 
(diagnostic) need to be analyzed in year level groups so it is worthwhile. 
All good to point our 'compass' in the right direction. 
A great day.  Well done! 
Highlight for all sessions - collaboration/sharing opportunities. 
 
Module 4:  Planning for Literacy Intervention 
The fourth module focused on developing school leader capacity to plan and implement 
effective interventions in the area of reading. A ‘wave’ model was presented as a framework to 
support different levels of intervention, as explained below: 
• Wave 1 teaching in most schools does not constitute an ‘intervention’, but 
relates to best practice in whole class teaching, in order to maximize learning for 
most students.  
• Wave 2 teaching involves the identification and support of students who need 
more intense and frequent instruction in addition to regular class teaching in 
order to make satisfactory progress.  
• Wave 3 teaching incorporates some periods of highly focused, small group or 
individualised intervention, and may be required on a long-term basis. It is 
appropriate for students who cannot manage the general classroom curriculum 
because of a disability, a lack of understanding of the English language, or 
because they have fallen well behind their peers. This will almost always be 
relevant for a minority of students, and may require withdrawal from the 
classroom for short periods. 
This module also drew on a number of landmark reports, and recent reviews and meta-analyses 
to present the characteristics of schools that “beat the odds”: that manage to teach all their 
students to read, regardless of the SES, ethnicity, home language or special needs of their 
student population.  The organisation and implementation of classroom practices that cater for 
students in Waves 1, 2 and 3 were addressed. Sample Literacy Blocks were distributed that 
provided examples of how explicit instruction of the Big Six could be incorporated into daily 
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lessons across the primary years. A document providing specific strategies for the three waves of 
intervention across the Primary years was also distributed for discussion. 
Participants were also provided with planning documents and checklists to guide decision-
making about interventions.  An example is provided as Appendix F. 
Table 4: Summary of Module 4 evaluations  
Module 4: Assessment for Learning 
Scale Not helpful                                                                                                                                 Extremely Worthwhile 
1 2 3 4 5 
Responses 
N=21 0 0 1 10 10 
In response to earlier feedback all Module days began with a group discussion of project-related 
activity that had occurred since the last workshop. Participants appreciated hearing about the 
experiences of other schools, with comments including:  
It was interesting & informative to hear how other schools were going and what had been 
implemented. 
I enjoyed listening to and appreciating what other schools are doing.  There appeared to be 
common approaches developing across all the schools. 
Heard some fantastic ideas about adapting existing strategies. 
Good opportunity to hear how we sit in relation to other schools and hear some innovative 
ideas. 
The Wave model of intervention and how it could be practically implemented appeared to 
provide some necessary clarification of the concept. Specific comments included ‘Cleared up the 
concept. Eased out the process and how it applies in a school’; ‘Clear explanation of theory of 
wave intervention and expectations for what should happen in each intervention’; ‘Made levels 
of intervention much clearer’; ‘This is what we need to focus on: developing an intervention plan 
based on three waves of intervention’; and ‘I love this concept - it will resonate with my teachers 
in my low SEI context’. Two respondents would have preferred ‘more time’ on the explanation 
‘to reflect on our specific school situation’. 
A number of responses referred to the usefulness of a podcast that explained how one school 
had implemented the Wave approach, and a DVD showing participants in previous projects 
implementing the explicit instructional cycle advocated by the project.  A selection of the 
comments follows: 
Great videos!! Inspirational. 
Some great ideas and good starting points for our school focus. 
Great information and resources. 
Really useful and practical information! 
Good to see what others have been able to achieve and how our own schools could 
adapt/adopt this model. 
Templates to help school leaders focus their schools’ interventions were seen to be helpful and 
time saving. Fifteen comments were included, a sample of which follow: 
Resources and handouts provided are always valuable and appreciated.  Feel organised to 
plan for intervention after today and interim meeting with mentor. 
Know now what to go back and to focus on ready for next year. 
Time saving templates distributed.  Well done in this short time. 
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The templates are going to save us a lot of time. 
Really useful session.  The discussion about data & choosing 'what intervention' reinforced 
where we need to go now!   
Outstanding.  Very specific/organised.  Affirming of my ideas & focus :) 
Crucial part of the presentation so we are able to plan for our school and implement 
interventions.  Fantastic presentation - Thank you :) 
Clearly outlined the importance of strong leadership and developing a shared vision. 
Know now what to go back and to focus on ready for next year. 
Although the content was viewed as valuable by almost all participants, the volume covered 
within the time was raised, as was the potential workload of the implementation phase in 2014. 
Some comments reflected a sense of overload, but also acknowledged the value of the material.  
Shame we couldn't spread over more days, so much information squeezed in - could spend 
hours discussing.  Fantastic!! 
Sometimes it seems a lot of information is crammed into the day. Can you email document 
to us before the sessions so we can read them. 
Need a little more planning time. 
A lot of hard work ahead of us.  Good framework to follow. 
There were also three positive summative comments:   
Thank you for all the sharing you do.  Greatly appreciated. 
All the sessions are vital in preparing to and in actually intervening. 
Great sessions overall today!  Well Done! :) 
Module 5:  Intervention Evaluation and Future Planning 
This module highlighted the role of leaders in leading literacy intervention evaluation, and in 
planning for sustained literacy improvement. It presented: 
• criteria for the evaluation of literacy interventions; 
• school-level factors that contribute to the outcomes of literacy interventions; 
• both quantitative and qualitative methods of monitoring reading development, 
with a particular focus on the ‘Big Six’; 
• processes for (i) evaluating literacy interventions and (ii) planning for sustainable 
improvement in literacy achievement; and    
• reporting on the evaluation of literacy interventions. 
A planning template was provided to support the evaluation of a school literacy intervention in 
terms of changes in leadership, classroom practice and student achievement. Key questions to 
guide decisions about data gathering and analysis, those responsible for different steps, a 
timeline for data gathering and reporting mechanisms were incorporated within the template. 
(see Appendix G). Time was built into the day for leadership groups in each school to start 
planning. Module 5 also outlined requirements for evaluation of the project as a whole, and data 
that needed to be collected in 2014 to inform the Project Evaluation report. 
Table 5: Summary of Module 5 evaluations  
Module 5: Planning for evaluation of interventions 
Scale Not helpful                                                                                                                                 Extremely Worthwhile 
1 2 3 4 5 
Responses 
N=22 0 0 2 12 8 
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Twenty of the 22 respondents found this module worthwhile or extremely worthwhile. The 
added comments reinforced the importance of providing time for discussion, with one leader 
expressing appreciation of “being able to talk to my deputy”. Time is clearly in short supply in 
school leaders’ lives. Other aspects that were perceived as highlights included “the questions to 
guide our thinking and planning”; “time to talk and plan the interventions”; “ability to clarify 
school intervention and listen to other schools’ plans”; “being able to find out ideas of like 
schools”; “the scope of what other schools are planning’; “clarifying the intervention planning & 
assessment”; and “clarifying the process ahead of us and the questions we need to ask”. 
Other comments reflected the perceived value of the frameworks provided, and included:  
Planning documents, guides for reports, timetable for rest of 2013 & 2014.  Thank you :) 
Many helpful ideas 
Good framework 
Help establishing a schedule 
Clear process gave direction 
Helped to put the whole experience into focus and give us a set of targets  
Templates very useful; thank you 
Other comments were more summative in nature, but reflected an overall level of satisfaction 
with the information and tools provided. 
All sessions today were valuable and very well presented both at a formal and informal level. 
An informative day, setting the scene for the upcoming year. 
There is a plan! Thanks - you have sparked a great deal of thought and action. 
Great day!  Ready to roll next year! Thanks :) 
Data collection instruments and procedures 
Table 6 outlines the methods by which each of the research questions was answered. The 
following section provides descriptions of the data collection instruments and the administration 
procedures.  
Table 6: Data collection in relation to the research aims 
Research aim Data sources 
1. To develop further the capacity of primary 
principals and other school leaders to lead 
literacy learning in low SES schools. 
• Pre-post Personal Leadership Profiles (PLPs) 
• Mentor interviews with leaders re PLP 
• School visits by mentors 
• Pre-post Survey of Literacy Knowledge and 
Beliefs 
• Intervention Evaluation Reports 
2. To build teacher knowledge of reading 
development and the pedagogy associated 
with effective instruction of students who 
do not acquire reading skills easily.   
• Pre-post Teacher Literacy Knowledge Survey  
• Pre-post Literacy Practices Guide 
• Classroom visits by literacy mentors 
• Intervention Evaluation Reports 
3. To develop the capacity of Education 
Assistants to, under the direction of 
teachers, work intensively with small groups 
of students to support their beginning 
reading skills. 
• Pre-post Education Assistant Survey of Roles 
• Classroom visits by literacy mentors 
• Intervention Evaluation Reports 
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4. To enhance the acquisition of basic reading 
skills in students who are at risk of not 
learning to read. 
• Pre-post SPAT-R assessment 
• Pre-post Alphacheck 
• Pre-post York reading assessment 
• Intervention Evaluation Reports  
 
Personal Leadership Profile 
Changes in leadership capability as perceived by the leaders themselves were determined 
through analysis of pre- and post-project Personal Leadership Profiles (PLPs). The PLP contains 
40 statements, randomly placed, which reflect the seven dimensions of the Leadership for 
Literacy Learning Blueprint (LLLB), and which have been linked in the literature to student 
learning: (1) professional development (2) curriculum and teaching (3) conditions for learning (4) 
a strong evidence base (5) shared moral purpose (6) connecting with parents and the community 
and (7) shared leadership. School leaders were asked to grade their level of knowledge and 
competence in each of the statements as limited, sound, very good or excellent (see Appendix 
H).  
The PLPs were initially completed at the commencement of Module 1. After data had been 
entered, a personal PLP report was returned to each school leader in March of 2013 for 
discussion with their leadership mentor. This report displayed their leadership profile across the 
dimensions and compared it with the average leader responses. Leaders were invited to 
complete the PLP again in November of 2014, after which they received a second personal PLP 
report, which reflected any changes in the leadership domains and compared personal changes 
with group average changes (see Appendix I for a de-identified example of a pre-post PLP 
report). The leadership mentor then discussed the reports individually with those leaders who 
could make themselves available.  
Leader Survey of Literacy Knowledge and Beliefs 
Participants completed a Survey of Literacy Knowledge and Beliefs before any input on reading 
development was provided (see Appendix J).  There was a high return rate because it was 
conducted when all leaders were gathered together for the first two modules. The post-survey 
was emailed at the conclusion of the project, at a busy time of the year, and so fewer responses 
were received.  
The first question assessed participant knowledge of the five essential elements1 required for 
skilled reading to develop, as determined by the landmark US Report of the National Reading 
Panel (NRP) (NICHHD, 2000). These elements were supported by subsequent national (DEST, 
2005) and international reports (Rose Review, 2006). The NRP also emphasised the need for 
explicit and systematic teaching of each, particularly for beginning and struggling readers, and 
greatly influenced the teaching of reading across the English-speaking world. Education systems 
in NSW, Victoria and the ACT acknowledged these five elements relatively early, and 
recommended more direct and explicit instruction of each. The Australian English Curriculum 
also incorporates an understanding of them into guidelines for reading development, although 
some finer points around order of introduction, and different understandings of the terms 
explicit and systematic continue to attract debate. Most systems within the other states and 
territories, including those in WA, now acknowledge the need for explicit and systematic 
teaching of phonological awareness, letter-sound knowledge (phonics), vocabulary, fluency and 
comprehension, although there are still significant pockets that adhere to a more ‘holistic’ 
approach. It was important to assess participant knowledge and understanding of these 
                                                          
1 The five elements are phonological awareness, phonics, vocabulary, fluency and comprehension. 
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elements before the project began to have some base-line data for comparison at the end of the 
project.  
Questions 2-7 explored participant understanding of how these elements should be reflected in 
literacy practices at the school level. The final question tested participants’ knowledge of 
terminology related to this field.  
Teacher Survey of Literacy Knowledge and Practice 
A sample of teachers who were involved in the interventions were surveyed pre- and post-
intervention to determine whether or not their knowledge and skills developed throughout the 
year (see Appendix K).  
 
Survey of Education Assistant Roles 
A sample of Education Assistants (EAs) were surveyed pre- and post the Intervention to 
determine if and how their roles changed throughout the duration of the Project (see Appendix 
L).  
Intervention Evaluation Reports 
School leadership teams were required to provide a report on the literacy intervention 
conducted at their schools at the conclusion of the project. The reports included: 
1. Brief description of the school context 
2. Summary of evidence that identified the focus of intervention  
3. Description of the intervention and how it was implemented 
4. Results of the intervention  
5. Conclusions and future directions, with some indication of how successful practices could be 
embedded and sustained 
The leadership mentor visited leaders who requested additional support to complete their 
report. Two copies of completed reports are included as Appendices M and N. 
Student Assessment 
Sutherland Phonological Awareness Test-Revised (SPAT-R)  (Nielson, 2003) 
The SPAT-R is a standardized, individual test that provides an overview of the phonological 
awareness skills required for early literacy development. It is applicable to children in their first 
four years of schooling and takes approximately ten to fifteen minutes to administer. It assesses 
phonological awareness at the syllable, onset-rime and phoneme levels. It also assesses the skills 
of sound identification, blending, segmenting, manipulation, non-word reading and non-word 
spelling. This individual assessment allows a close analysis of the separate phonological skills, as 
well as some early letter-sound knowledge. A summary score sheet is attached as Appendix O. 
Alphacheck (Konza, 2012) 
The Alphacheck assesses children’s knowledge of letter names, the individual letter sounds, 
digraphs, and common letter strings. It also assesses children’s ability to use this knowledge in 
reading words of increasing complexity. A descriptor of the phonic knowledge being assessed 
appears at the bottom of each column of items. This is to build the literacy language of teachers, 
many of whom have never been taught terminology such as digraph, trigraph, grapheme, etc. A 
summary score sheet is attached as Appendix P. 
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The York Assessment of Reading for Comprehension (York) (Snowling et al, 2013) 
This assessment, originally developed in Britain, was normed on Australian students in 2013. It 
has been designed to be used with children aged 5 to 12 years who have already made a good 
start in developing decoding skills. It provides scores for accuracy, reading rate and both literal 
and inferential text comprehension. A copy of the front page of Student Record Form A is 
attached as Appendix Q. 
Administration of student assessments 
Initial student assessment was a major component of the project during the early stages of the 
2014 school year. As explained in the second Interim Report, the plan was to standardise the 
collection of student achievement data pre- and post the literacy interventions by having all 
schools administer the same assessments to the same year levels; and to collect data not only 
from the students targeted by the intervention, but also from a sample of students across the 
school to determine if there were any broader effects of the project.  
This was an overly ambitious target, and not all schools were able to conduct assessments 
according to this schedule. Those schools that focused their intervention in Years 3-7 were asked 
to administer the York Assessment for Reading Comprehension, which has only recently been 
normed on Australian students, and is the most comprehensive available. The schools that 
administered this assessment had a very demanding and time-consuming task, and their 
response to this request demonstrated enormous commitment to the project’s goals, for which 
the project team members were very grateful. 
All student data sent to ECU were graphed, and class sets of data were then returned to each 
school. Examples of class sets may be seen in Appendices R (SPAT-R results), S (Alphacheck 
results) and T (York results). All post-intervention data received from schools in 
October/November were graphed and pre-post data were returned to schools before the end of 
the school year.  
Student assessment was actually a much larger and more time-consuming exercise than 
anticipated, largely because the recently published York assessment, previously not used by the 
research team, incorporates additional steps in administration when compared to similar 
assessments.  For this reason, a summary of administration guidelines, with page references to 
the manual for quick reference, was provided to each school (See Appendix U). Table 7 
summarises the total number of students assessed on each instrument pre-intervention. Fewer 
were assessed post-intervention due to student transition and absences. Details of assessments 
conducted at each school are included as Appendix V.  
Table 7: Numbers of pre-intervention assessments conducted in participating schools 
SPAT-R Alphacheck York 
276 in PP, Years 1-2  200 in Years 1-4 289 in Years 2-7 
School Visits 
The PALL Plus project incorporated school visits by both leadership and literacy mentors to 
support schools between module delivery in 2013, and in the implementation of their literacy 
interventions in 2014. The four mentors conducted a total of 81 school visits in 2013, and 68 in 
2014 (see Appendix W), which was a major undertaking.  
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The school visits conducted by leadership mentors early in 2013 centred on the school context 
and the data that needed to be collected to identify the school’s literacy needs as precisely as 
possible. From that point on, discussions focused on helping schools plan and resource their 
literacy intervention, and identify the professional learning required to support the teachers.  
The number of visits depended to some extent on each school’s requests, with the mentors 
following up leaders who seemed to be ‘missing in action’ at various times.  
Literacy mentors provided more individualised support to schools and the format varied greatly, 
depending on the schools’ requests2. A number of presentations to whole school or year level 
groups were conducted in 2013. These were in many cases followed up by smaller sessions with 
individual or small groups of teachers, with discussions of commercial phonics and spelling 
programs; implementing a literacy block in the upper primary years; comprehension strategies 
for wave 2 students; constructing surveys to determine student attitudes to reading and changes 
in staff understanding of reading development; and oral language development. Other visits 
incorporated meetings with leadership teams; classroom visits to monitor implementation of a 
specific program; and support in the use of standardised assessments or programs. Some 
teachers were linked with schools from previous projects to see particular programs in action; 
inspection copies of resources were arranged; and other resources developed by the Fogarty 
Learning Centre were provided.  
While more time and energy intensive than planned, school visits rather than combined ‘teacher 
conferences’ allowed the literacy mentors to be much more responsive to individual school 
needs. These visits represent the ‘Plus’ component of the PALL Plus project, and appeared to be 
an important contributor to the ongoing engagement of the participating schools.  As can be 
seen from Appendix W, some schools requested and received more visits than others.  
Project modifications 
Participant meeting in early August 
At the ECU PALL Plus planning meeting in June 2014, the project-related activity occurring in 
each school was discussed, and it became clear that there was some variation in the extent to 
which interventions were progressing. It was decided that a group ‘catch-up’ meeting would 
provide opportunities: 
• for participants to share stories/frustrations/successes/problems/potential solutions 
• to reconnect as a group, as it is always hard to maintain momentum once the regular 
workshops are over 
• for the ECU team to refocus attention on the project goals and remind the group of 
what needed to happen over the next two terms 
• for the ECU team to provide some specific guidelines for the Intervention Evaluation 
Report, which was due in November. Paul Woodley is very experienced in guiding 
school leaders through this process and a workshop later in the year has often been 
held to facilitate this. Focusing leaders on this a little earlier was designed to further 
reduce the workload and stress associated with the report, which was due at a 
particularly busy time of the school year. 
                                                          
2 The original program included a conference day for up to four classroom teachers and two Education Assistants from 
each school, and three two-hour professional learning sessions over the two-year duration of the project, but it 
proved impossible to negotiate common dates and individual school needs were quite disparate. For this reason, 
literacy support was negotiated at the individual school level. 
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• to plan support for those schools conducting post-tests using the York assessment to 
make the process more manageable for them   
• for participants to book a preferred time for further mentor visits. 
The meeting was held on August 7, 2.00-4.30 and 23 leaders from 10 of the schools attended. 
Although this session was not formally evaluated, feedback suggested that the opportunity to 
meet together as a group was valued, and it was successful in refocusing attention on the project 
in the final few months of its implementation. 
Project Outcomes 
Outcomes are presented in response to each of the four research aims, with data from the major 
sources presented separately.  
1. To develop further the capacity of primary principals and other school leaders to 
lead literacy learning in low SES schools. 
Pre-post Personal Leadership Profiles (PLPs) 
Of the 33 school leaders who completed Personal Leadership Profiles at the beginning of the 
project, 25 completed post-project Profiles. Ten leaders from the latter group also made 
themselves available for post-project interviews with the leadership mentor. The purpose of the 
pre-post PLPs was chiefly for the leaders themselves to reflect on how they believed their 
leadership capabilities had developed across the seven dimensions, but these data also added to 
information gained through school visits, interviews with the leadership mentors, the 
Intervention Evaluation Reports, and surveys of teachers and Education Assistants.  
On average, the principals’ perceptions were that all dimensions of their leadership grew 
throughout the project. This has not always been the case in PALL projects as some leaders are 
overly positive about their skill levels when completing the first survey – they ‘don’t know what 
they don’t know’, and so rate themselves less positively at the conclusion despite having learned 
much.  
Responses from second and third tier leaders, many of whom changed roles throughout the 
project as the result of leadership changes and wider leadership structures within some schools, 
reflected considerable growth in confidence. Mentor field notes included the comment: ‘The 
perceived growth in leadership by these new leaders is strong.  A number of them attribute this 
to a combination of skill development through the project workshops and being given 
opportunity and time to undertake leadership activities’. 
Table 8 presents the pre-post means for each leadership dimension based on the 25 PLPs.  It also 
records those items on which growth of at least two points was recorded along the six-point 
scale, and the number of respondents with this level of growth. 
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Table 8: Pre-post intervention means for each leadership dimension  
Dimension Pre-project 
mean 
Post-project 
mean 
Items recording two points growth from pre- to post-PLP 
(number of respondents with growth) 
Professional 
Development 
3.8 5 Q1 Promote skills in data analysis and interpretation through 
professional development with teachers (8) 
Q3 Lead planning and resourcing of professional learning (9) 
Q28 Develop collaborative professional development opportunities 
among staff (14) 
Curriculum 
and Teaching 
3.8 5 Q4 Observe teachers in the classroom directly and provide specific 
feedback (10) 
Q25 Maintain ongoing commitment to curriculum priorities (9) 
Q32 Monitor, review and evaluate curriculum delivery in the school 
(15) 
Conditions for 
Learning 
4.4 5.8 Q14 Manage and align resources strategically (10) 
Q30 Celebrate teacher and student successes (10) 
Q40 Ensure common and uninterrupted learning time for priorities 
(8) 
A strong 
evidence base 
3.5 5.0 Q18 Lead systematic data gathering across the school’s 
responsibilities (8) 
Q24 Monitor and plan for teacher development based on data (12) 
Q34 Plan for student learning based on data (10) 
Q36 Monitor student learning based on data (11) 
Shared moral 
purpose 
4.2 5.2 Q12 Ensure goals are embedded in school and classroom routines 
(12) 
Parent and 
Community 
3.6 4.8 Q10 Include parents as integral to the school learning programs 
(11) 
Q15 Be active in the local community and in professional 
communities (8) 
Q20 Seek the input of professionals beyond the school (8) 
Q35 Network with other schools and teachers on good practice(10) 
Shared 
Leadership 
3.9 5.0 Q33 Share leadership systematically with teachers (10) 
Q37 Share accountability tasks with teachers based on classroom, 
school and system data  (8) 
The number of leaders who perceived strong individual growth in developing collaborative 
opportunities among staff, and monitoring, reviewing and evaluating curriculum delivery was an 
encouraging outcome. While perception data only, the changes suggest increased confidence in 
areas targeted by the project, and is supported by data gathered from other sources. 
Post-project interviews 
Post-project interviews were conducted with ten leaders who made themselves available to 
explore further their views on if and how their leadership capability had developed.  Notes 
recorded by the mentor after the interviews included the following points: 
• The Module workshops were perceived as particularly valuable in developing leader 
understanding of data collection and usage, and of the need for collaborative skill 
development within staff. 
• A number of respondents reported on the value of the Leadership Framework, 
commenting that it kept them mindful of the leadership dimensions that required 
attention.  This was especially so for the less experienced leaders. 
• Participants placed into positions of leadership throughout the project, resulting from 
staff movement or being given responsibility by the school leaders, felt far more 
empowered to lead others and were considering seeking formal promotion within the 
system. 
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• Three school leaders gained substantive or temporary promotion during the time of 
the project.  Interestingly, these three made little perceived progress in the survey 
with some areas recording negative results.  Their interviews revealed that having to 
establish themselves in new surroundings meant they had less opportunity to lead as 
they had in their original schools, with one speaking of the need to ‘tread softly’ with 
curriculum leadership in the new school. 
• While responses to the PALL Plus project were positive, a number of schools were 
also involved with other initiatives such as Leadership for Numeracy Learning, Fogarty 
EDvance and ILNNP (Partnership Schools).  Some leaders found it difficult to clearly 
delineate the relative impact that the individual projects had in terms of their growth 
as leaders. 
Pre-post Leader Survey of Literacy Knowledge and Beliefs 
Effectively leading school-wide instruction of a critical curriculum area demands a reasonable 
level of understanding of that area. Because of the fractured approach to the teaching of reading 
over the past several decades, many current leaders were not explicitly taught spelling, grammar 
or the structure of the English language when they were at school. For similar reasons, they were 
not taught the principles underpinning the written form of an alphabetic language, nor how to 
teach early reading skills during their pre-service teacher education. More recently, professional 
development within the education systems has endeavoured to address this among practising 
teachers, but many leaders have spent most of their careers teaching upper primary classes, and 
have never had the opportunity to learn how the reading process develops, and therefore how 
to teach reading most effectively. Many would not have the level of knowledge required to 
determine whether or not classroom reading instruction is effective, to provide useful feedback 
to teachers, or direct instructional changes. In fact, in previous PALL projects, principals readily 
acknowledged their lack of expertise in this curriculum area, and their practice of leaving the 
school literacy approach to the junior primary team (see Dempster et al, 2012).  For these 
reasons, developing the leaders’ understanding of the reading process, and how it is taught most 
effectively, was a significant component of the PALL Plus project.  
The leaders’ pre-project literacy knowledge was assessed using the Survey of Literacy Knowledge 
and Beliefs before any input in Module 2. This achieved a total response rate of 33 as it was 
conducted at the beginning of Module 2 and leaders were physically present. It is worth 
examining the pre-existing scores of the total cohort (see Figure 1). This reveals that 17 of the 33 
respondents scored 50% or more, but only four scored over 60%, and no individual scored over 
70%. The mean score of 50.6% suggests that most had some knowledge of reading development 
and how it should be taught, but none had a deep knowledge. The results also suggest that many 
of the literacy practices occurring in their schools could be more effective.  
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Figure 1: Pre-project scores of evidence-based literacy knowledge 
The post-project surveys were emailed, and predictably fewer leaders responded, with only ten 
being received. It is also likely that those leaders who were more confident of their literacy 
knowledge returned the post-surveys, skewing the sample further. The pre-post data is 
presented in Figure 2. 
 
 
Figure 2: Pre-post survey results of leaders’ literacy knowledge and beliefs  
The growth in literacy knowledge was significant in the sample who returned surveys, and if it is 
in any way representative, suggests that leaders are guiding the teaching of reading in their 
schools from a far stronger evidence base. This in turn suggests that they now have a far greater 
capacity to judge the effectiveness of literacy practices in their schools and to provide informed 
feedback to their teachers, which augurs well for the teaching of reading in their schools.  
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School Visits 
School visits also provided evidence of how leaders were developing the literacy knowledge of 
their teachers. For example, on display in one school library was a model of the Big Six that had 
been ‘unpacked’ by the literacy specialist as part of a school professional learning session. It 
cleverly demonstrated how oral language underpinned all the other skills, even though it is only 
a small segment of the diagram. It also showed how each element depended on, or 
consolidated, earlier skills as the skills required for comprehension accumulated.  
 
   
 
   
     Figure 3: Deconstructed Big Six on display in one school 
Intervention Evaluation Reports  
Useful data were also obtained from the Evaluation Reports that attest to an increased capability 
on the part of project participants to lead evidence-based reading instruction in their schools. 
These included changes that reflected a new understanding of the reading process, and of the 
need for explicit teaching of reading skills. Evidence from the Reports that point to enhanced 
leadership capability is discussed below.  
• Use of the Literacy Practices Guide to improve teacher knowledge and classroom practice was 
mentioned in all reports. In some schools, it was introduced as a self-reflection tool to ‘position 
staff in a non-threatening way’ and to encourage them to reflect on how closely their classrooms 
and reading instruction aligned with best practice.  One school began with staff descriptions of 
their own best practice, which was then mapped against the LPG. Although strong correlations 
were found, most teachers then formed into teams of ‘work partners’ for peer observation to 
address areas of need, as identified by the LPG. Similarly, another school developed a ‘cut and 
paste’ of the ‘Classroom learning environment ’ section of the LPG for junior, middle and upper 
primary years. Teachers then reflected on the extent to which their classrooms matched the 
ideal and returned their findings. The school then mapped their relative strengths and areas of 
need to inform directions for professional learning. 
Fortnightly collaborative discussions about teachers’ areas of concern followed the introduction 
of the LPG in another school.  Teachers were then paired with a colleague to provide assistance.  
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Teachers used the LPG in another school to provide examples of best practice that aligned with 
skills they needed to develop in order support specific student targets. This was followed by peer 
observation of classroom practice using the LPG. In one small school, the five class teachers 
undertook peer observations after the LPG was introduced at a staff meeting, with the resulting 
data being used to develop a whole school literacy approach consistent with evidence-based 
practice. And in another small school, the introduction of the LPG was followed up by 
identification of areas individual teachers wanted to develop. The teachers then researched the 
areas, and shared their findings with peers.  
The LPG has now been incorporated in performance management processes in at least four 
schools.  In one, mentors and line managers undertake classroom observations using the LPG, as 
the school leaders believed the practices described in the Guide would support processes they 
had undertaken in school planning over the past few years. In another school, the LPG and the 
subsequent disciplined dialogues are used to assist teachers to identify strengths and areas for 
individual development.  
Thus leaders used the LPG in a variety of ways to enhance the teaching of reading in their 
schools: to provide examples of best practice for self-reflection; for peer, mentor and leader 
observation; to identify individual teacher strengths and areas of need; to identify areas 
requiring professional learning; to develop school-wide literacy approaches; and to inform 
performance management.  
• All reports included analysis of student achievement, with many also referring to the 
introduction of common assessments to monitor student performance across the 
years. These points reflect an improved understanding of how data can be used to 
guide planning and teaching.  
• Increased use of common language around literacy, including explicit teaching was 
mentioned in ten reports.  
• Purchase of new resources that reflected the explicit teaching of reading related skills 
was referred to in most reports. These included individual whiteboards, markers, 
magnetic letters and other resources to support a synthetic phonics approach and 
accompanying teacher reference books; and commercial comprehension programs 
that support the explicit teaching of this culminating skill. 
• Eight of the reports mentioned ongoing use of disciplined dialogue as part of 
discussions with teachers. This is a strategy introduced in the PALL Plus project that 
helps focus discussions around data analysis.  
• Six reports referred to common action plans or approaches being implemented across 
phases of schooling that included scope and sequence documents, implementation 
strategies, timelines for review and performance targets.  
• Five schools that concentrated on development of early reading for their intervention 
introduced a synthetic phonics approach to teaching letter-sound knowledge, which 
has been shown to improve both reading accuracy and comprehension more 
effectively than an analytic or embedded approach (Johnston and Watson, 2003; 
2005). These schools also participated in whole school professional learning in the 
implementation of a synthetic phonics approach. 
• Most schools referred to literacy blocks, but in three schools, common literacy blocks 
across phases of learning were introduced to allow students to work at their level of 
instruction to improve learning and achieve success. 
• Allied to the common literacy blocks was the introduction of common meeting times 
so that year-level teachers could review operational plans, analyse data, review 
student progress and share strategies more effectively.  
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Thus the Intervention Evaluation Reports, with data gained from the PLPs, leadership mentor 
interviews, and the survey of literacy knowledge, provide evidence of leaders’ increased 
understanding of how reading develops, and the ways in which they were supporting teachers to 
improve classroom instruction. 
2. To build teacher knowledge of reading development and the pedagogy associated 
with effective instruction of students who do not acquire reading skills easily 
What happens in classrooms – the daily interactions between teacher and students - has the 
most impact on student learning apart from factors within the students themselves (Hattie, 
2007), thus building teacher knowledge and pedagogical skills is critical. The extent to which the 
PALL Plus project had an impact on teacher knowledge and classroom practice was determined 
through a pre-post survey of literacy knowledge, classroom visits, and information gleaned from 
the Intervention Evaluation Reports.  
Pre-post Teacher Survey of Literacy Knowledge and Practices 
Pre-project surveys were emailed to schools early in 2013, with requests for leaders to survey a 
sample of teachers who were to be involved in the interventions. Because literacy mentors were 
visiting schools very regularly at that stage, there were opportunities to follow up these 
requests, and 66 completed surveys were received. The number of teachers who completed 
post-project surveys was limited, but again, were requested at a very busy time of the year and 
completion was greatly dependent on the school leaders identifying those teachers who had 
been involved in the Intervention, passing on the surveys and encouraging completion. Fifteen 
responses were received that matched those who had completed the pre-project survey. The 
results are presented in Figure 4.  
 
 
 Figure 4: Pre-post results of Teacher Survey of Literacy Knowledge and Beliefs 
Results for only six items have been included in the graph, as the remaining items were open-
ended, responses to which have been reflected in other parts of the discussion. On average, 
growth occurred in each item. Post-project responses revealed a much deeper understanding of 
what explicit teaching entailed (Question 1), a slight increase in knowledge of the Big Six 
components of early reading instruction (Question 3), but importantly a deeper understanding of 
the relationship between the six elements (Question 4).  
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Question 6 asked teachers to justify the structure of their literacy lessons, and post-project 
responses revealed many more references to elements that are consistent with evidence-based 
teaching of reading: the need for explicit teaching of skills, knowledge and processes; 
segmenting and blending of sounds into words as soon as a few phonemes are known; the need 
for differentiation to allow for the different rates at which children progress; vocabulary building; 
use of decodable readers; and ways in which comprehension can be developed. The importance 
of exposing all children to rich vocabulary and language structures through shared reading was 
also evident. 
Questions 7a and 7b asked teachers to list strategies their students used to read independently 
and with support. Responses provided some insight into teachers’ growing understanding of 
what students needed at different stages: for 
example, practice of blending using decodable 
readers for beginning readers; and the greater use of 
context, background knowledge and syntactic 
knowledge once basic letter-sound knowledge has 
been mastered.  
No other common quantitative data are available 
regarding changes in teacher knowledge and 
practice, but school visits, spontaneous feedback 
from leaders and data from the Intervention 
Evaluation Reports indicated growth in teacher knowledge and changes towards more evidence-
based teacher practice.  
Informal feedback 
Several weeks after one of the literacy mentors had conducted a school professional learning 
session of evidence-based reading instruction, the principal emailed the project team (August 5, 
2013), describing a large number of practices that teachers were using that he believed were 
direct outcomes of the session. These included: 
• Greater focus on phonics extending to prefixes, suffixes and root words in senior 
classes 
• Introduction of high interest/low vocabulary books for struggling older readers  
• Word walls ‘everywhere’: grouping of words into themes, parts of speech, 
onomatopoeic words 
• Intensive teaching of vocabulary related to class themes; spelling of word and 
syllabification clapped out during transitions or mat-waiting time  
• Base words, prefixes and suffixes being explicitly taught 
• Students reading synonym and antonyms lists on display in classrooms  
• Word banks of synonyms for ‘good’ and ‘nice’, that young children were expected to 
use in morning meetings 
• Word building e.g. walk, walks, walked, walking, walker, walkers  
• ‘Word of the day’ relating to class theme 
•  Word webs 
• Teaching of high interest ‘meteor words’ (a marble added to a group jar every time a 
meteor word was used) 
• Teacher inserting quick definitions for new vocabulary while reading orally 
• Teachers systematically recording oral reading fluency and accuracy rates  
• Paired reading as a fluency strategy  
• Choral reading after modelling to practise intonation  
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• Student pairs engaged in echo reading 
• Students recording themselves reading, then rereading to improve fluency and 
intonation 
Intervention Evaluation Reports 
Some Intervention Evaluation Reports focused exclusively on student outcomes, but most 
included some data that provided evidence of growth in the literacy knowledge and reading 
instruction of the teachers. The following information is drawn from different Intervention 
Evaluation Reports. 
• One school reported that on the final School Development Day in 2014, whole school 
professional learning was conducted by a group of teachers who had employed a 
synthetic phonics approach in their classes. This was a powerful demonstration of 
changed teacher practice and increased confidence in teaching capability.  
 
• The Report submitted by a large primary school provided evidence of changes in 
teacher practice gathered from classroom teaching observations moderated by use of 
the LPG. The leader reported enthusiastic adoption of the synthetic phonics approach 
by most junior primary teachers, and their increasing skill in its full implementation. 
There was a clear trend of greater progress in classrooms where it was consistently 
implemented when compared with classrooms where it was not. Teacher surveys 
revealed that teachers using the synthetic phonics approach found the scope and 
sequence clear, and the resources and interactive approach engaging for the children. 
Teachers reported improvements not only in reading, but also in writing and spelling. 
While over 70% of the teachers had modified their literacy programs to include more 
explicit teaching, almost 30% had not, which was a continuing frustration.   
 
• Pre-post observations using the LPG also provided evidence of “significant gains in 
teacher knowledge of both content and pedagogical approach in another school”.  
 
• A school whose intervention was based on vocabulary development included the 
results of staff surveys that demonstrated a great increase in confidence in teaching 
vocabulary; an increase from 38% to 70% of teachers explicitly teaching vocabulary 
on a daily basis as a result of the intervention; and the development of a vocabulary 
scope and sequence. The Report also referred to a range of evidence-based 
vocabulary building strategies and an 
increased awareness on the part of 
students and parents of the importance of 
vocabulary development, with children 
regularly bringing words from home for 
discussion at school. These points reflect 
positive changes in the teachers’ classroom 
practice. 
• Discernible improvements in analysis of 
student achievement data, lesson planning 
and explicit teaching were reported by 
another school, based on classroom observations by the Literacy Coordinator and 
school principal. Staff surveys confirmed an increased use of student achievement 
data, more effective monitoring and more fruitful and collaborative discussions about 
student progress. 
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• One report referred to the increased motivation of teachers who were involved in the 
literacy intervention as their explicit teaching skills developed, and increased 
enthusiasm of their students as their reading made steady improvements on class 
tests. This report also included very positive feedback from parents about changes in 
reading comprehension and the staff commitment to the promotion of reading. 
 
• Another school reported that the early childhood teachers had taken a leading role in 
implementing changes in the school’s approach to teaching phonics and that the skills 
taught in the phonics lessons were applied across the curriculum.  The teachers 
worked collaboratively to implement the intervention program, train EAs, assess 
student achievements and reflect on their own understandings and practice. Great 
progress was made by students in the PP, Year 1/2 and Year 2/3 classes. Interest in 
the explicit, structured approach to the teaching of phonics spread across the 
teaching staff, which was a very positive outcome.  
 
• A pre-post intervention survey of staff literacy knowledge and practice in another 
school revealed “more explicit answers”; “a wider range of explicit strategies 
described rather than use of terms like cooperative reading”; “greater links made 
between the different Big Six elements”; “collection of more reliable assessments”; 
and increased confidence in the teaching of reading.  Final comments included: 
“Overwhelmingly the intervention has had a positive effect on teaching reading 
including knowledge and strategies used. The information they gained about 
students’ reading and how to continue moving them forward was clear and valuable”.   
 
Thus, the Intervention Evaluation Reports suggest that teachers involved in the interventions did 
move towards more evidence-based classroom practice, and in some cases the effects of the 
interventions permeated more widely across the school.   
3. To develop the capacity of Education Assistants to, under the direction of teachers, 
work intensively with small groups of students to support their beginning reading 
skills. 
A sample of Education Assistants (EAs) was surveyed to gain some understanding of the different 
roles they performed and whether these roles changed throughout the project. A total of 22 
surveys were received pre-intervention, but only 11 EAs completed post-surveys. Figure 5 
presents pre-and post-project roles of those EAs, but no post-surveys were received from some 
schools, therefore results may not be representative.  
Post-project, more EAs were listening to children read, and working with individual and small 
groups of children on special programs. Whether EAs were demonstrating greater capacity in 
these roles, however, is not known. No changes were recorded in other activities, except for a 
reduction in the number of EAs who attended year-level meetings. Without further information 
on the reasons, this could be a worrying trend. 
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 Figure 5: Changes in Education Assistant roles pre- and post-intervention 
The survey also asked what other duties EAs performed, and the range was considerable both 
pre- and post-intervention. They included making teaching resources; accessioning, categorising 
and labelling commercial resources; setting up classrooms; organising and displaying student 
work; toileting of younger children and those with special needs; managing home reading 
programs; assisting with playground supervision; preparing fruit; administering first aid; signing 
and interpreting for children with hearing impairments; collaborating with teachers; liaising with 
parents and outside agencies; and many references to “cleaning up” (often followed by a sad 
face). One response both pre- and post-intervention referred to “planning, delivering and 
monitoring phonological awareness and phonics programs”. Planning and monitoring are 
essentially a teacher’s responsibility, but without further information, it is difficult to determine 
whether this was perception or fact.  It is clear, however, that Education Assistants are 
significant contributors to the education of children, and play a critical role in schools. 
The question regarding what EAs believed was their most important role revealed a strong focus 
on supporting children. In the pre-survey, 18 of the 22 respondents mentioned supporting 
students as their most important role, which in most cases was followed by reference to doing 
this by supporting the teacher. Seven of the 18 responses did not mention teacher support.  One 
response was a more over-arching “Communication, active listening, confidentiality”. 
In the post-survey, all responses mentioned supporting both teachers and students. One 
summed up her most important role as “To be helpful, supportive and adapting to a range of 
situations.  By ensuring activities and all associated materials are ready for use.  This helps both 
teaching staff and students with their programs and learning outcomes”. 
These are positive findings, but there is no evidence that the PALL Plus project had a particular 
impact on Education Assistants. Although EAs attended many of the professional learning 
sessions provided in schools, no strategies were targeted enough to make changes. Little 
education research focuses on developing the skills of EAs, but such research is certainly 
warranted.  
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4. To enhance the acquisition of basic reading skills in students who are at risk of not 
learning to read. 
This section presents aggregated pre-and post-intervention achievement data for a sample of 
students in each year level across participating schools in 2014. The general guidelines for 
assessment were that children in Pre-Primary would be assessed using the Sutherland 
Phonological Awareness Test–Revised (SPAT-R); students in Year 1 and Year 2 using the 
Alphacheck; and students in Years 3 to 7 using the York Assessment of Reading for 
Comprehension, which provided accuracy, rate and comprehension results. As can be seen by 
the tables of results, however, some schools also assessed more broadly, based on their 
understanding of individual student capability. Two lower-achieving, two students of average 
achievement and two higher achieving students from each class were assessed in most schools, 
although some schools assessed more widely, and some only assessed the classes that were 
directly involved in the literacy intervention. 
 
Development of Phonological Awareness  
The pre- and post-intervention phonological awareness of 244 students was assessed using the 
SPAT-R. Results were statistically analysed to determine effect sizes and levels of significance, a 
summary of which is presented in Table 9.    
 
Table 9: Statistical summary of SPAT-R results  
SPAT-R 
Mean 
Group 
1 
Mean 
Group 
2 
SD 
Group 
1 
SD 
Group 
2 
t df p  
Value 
Cohen
’s d 
Effect 
size r 
Significance 
PP  
N=133 21.10 65.00 23.55 26.59 22.3398 132 < 0.0001 1.75 0.69 
Extremely 
statistically 
significant 
Year 1 
N=54 54.96 62.50 30.49 32.50 2.4390 53 = 0.0181 0.24 0.12 
Statistically 
significant 
Year 2 
N=57 43.61 50.86 32.04 35.94 2.9836 56 = 0.0042 0.21 0.11 
Very 
statistically 
significant 
When pre- and post-scores for PP students’ SPAT-R scores were analysed using a paired sample 
t-test it was found that there was an extremely significant difference (t [132] = 22.3398; p < 
0.0001) between the pre scores (mean = 21.10, SD = 23.55) and the post scores (mean = 65; SD = 
26.59). Cohen’s d (1.75) indicated a very large effect size. While development in Year 1 and Year 
2 was also statistically significant, the greater growth in PP was to be expected, as younger 
students largely begin with fewer skills, and therefore have further to develop.   
From an intervention point of view, it was interesting to examine the progress of the students 
who had the lowest level of development at the beginning of the year. Figure 6 reveals the 
progress of the 35 children who were ranked in the first two percentiles, and Figure 7 reveals the 
progress of the 50 students who were ranked in percentiles 3-20 at the beginning of the year. 
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Figure 6: PP pre-post SPAT-R results: Pre-percentiles 1-2 
 
 
Figure 7: PP pre-post SPAT-R results: Pre-percentiles 3-20 
The extraordinary rates of growth in phonological skills for PP students in the bottom quintile are 
extremely encouraging, particularly when one considers that the SPAT-R was normed in 2002 on 
students in New South Wales, where the first year of schooling was compulsory, and targeted 
teaching of phonological skills was already occurring in most schools. Nevertheless the higher 
standard deviation in the post-tests reveals that the gap in achievement between higher and 
lower performing students widened.   
As would be expected, average growth was not as significant for students in Year 1 as many 
students would begin the year with these skills in place. Effect sizes for this group were therefore 
low.   
The phonological awareness of Year 2 students should be well established; therefore the only 
Year 2 students who were assessed using the SPAT-R were those whose progress was of concern. 
This is the reason for the Year 2 scores pre- and post-intervention being lower than those of Year 
1.  While on average the Year 2 students’ development was statistically significant, the large 
standard deviation in the post-test results reveals that achievement was very uneven across the 
group.  The progress of the 16 students who were ranked in percentiles 1-20 in the pre-test 
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revealed that eight made no progress throughout the year, or regressed (see Figure 8). The 
regressions are most likely the result of some contextual factors on the day of the post-test, but 
lack of progress in year 2 students is of serious concern. These children are now in Year 3, and 
according to this assessment, do not have the phonemic skills to support beginning reading while 
many of their peers are already reading independently. Teachers need to be aware of the need 
to continue targeting phonological skills in Year 2 for those children who need it.  
 
 
Figure 8: Year 2 pre-post SPAT-R results: Pre-percentiles 1-20 
Development of letter-sound knowledge 
The development of letter-sound knowledge was assessed using Alphacheck total scores pre- 
and post-project. This provided a measure of changes in knowledge of letter names and sounds, 
common letter-sound combinations, and the ability to use this knowledge to read words of 
increasing complexity. The Alphacheck also includes some ‘demon’ words, and non-word 
examples.  
Because the Alphacheck is a criterion-referenced, not norm-referenced assessment, there is no 
pre-determined distribution of results and a student’s outcome is not influenced by the 
performance of others. All students could conceivably receive very high (or very low) marks 
depending on their individual ability to respond to each item. This form of assessment is very 
sensitive to teaching, because it assesses performance on exactly the same items before and 
after.    
A total of 205 students from Years 1, 2 and 3 completed both pre- and post-project Alphacheck 
assessments, and statistical summaries of the results for each year are presented in Table 10. 
Extremely significant development of letter-sound knowledge was recorded across each of these 
years.  
When pre- and post-scores for Year 1 students’ Alphacheck total scores were analysed using a 
paired sample t-test it was found that there was an extremely significant difference  (t [111] = 
18.3934; p < 0.0001) between the pre scores (mean = 39.88, SD = 19.84) and the post scores 
(mean = 64.45; SD = 24.62.). Cohen’s d (1.10) indicated a very large effect size, but the larger 
post-project standard deviation revealed that progress was uneven across the group.  
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While growth was also extremely statistically significant in Years 2 and 3, smaller effect sizes 
were calculated for the Year 1 and Year 2 groups, as once again, much of the letter-sound 
knowledge of the older students would already have been in place. The smaller post-test 
standard deviations for those years were encouraging, as they reveal some narrowing of the gap 
in achievement between the higher and lower performing students throughout the project.  
 
Table 10: Statistical summary of growth in letter-sound knowledge of students in Years 1, 2 and 3  
 
ALPHACHECK 
 
Mean 
Group 
1 
Mean 
Group 
2 
SD  
Group 
1 
SD  
Group 
2 
t df p 
Value 
Cohen’s 
d 
Effect 
size r 
Significance 
Year 1  
N=112 39.88 64.45 19.84 24.62 18.3934 111 
Less 
than 
0.0001 
1.10 0.48 
Extremely 
statistically 
significant 
Year 2 
N=47 62.985 73.838 30.140 28.493 4.5912 46 
Less 
than 
0.0001 
0.37 0.18 
Extremely 
statistically 
significant 
Year 3 
N=46 77.389 84.136 23.286 22.049 5.3905 44 
Less 
than 
0.0001 
0.30 0.15 
Extremely 
statistically 
significant 
 
Analysis of blending ability 
Because blending individual phonemes together underpins the reading of an alphabetic 
language, development of this skill was of particular interest. The combined scores of 
Alphacheck columns one and two were analysed to assess this skill. While reading words in all 
columns requires blending skills, more complex letter-sound knowledge is required to read 
words in the latter columns. Once the concept of blending is secure, children have little difficulty 
with this skill. 
When the students’ blending ability was analysed using paired sample t-tests, it was found that 
for students in Years 1, 2 and 3, there was an extremely significant difference between the pre 
scores and the post scores, as summarised in Table 11. Cohen’s d (0.88) indicated a large effect 
size for the Year 1 students, suggesting growth well beyond what would normally occur in seven 
to eight months. 
 
Table 11: Statistical summary of changes in blending ability in Years 1, 2 and 3 
ALPHACHECK 
BLENDING 
Mean 
Group 
1 
Mean 
Group 
2 
SD 
Group 
1 
SD 
Group 
2 
t df p value Cohen
’s d 
Effec
t size 
r 
Significance 
Year 1  
N=112 37.411 69.469 36.968 35.786 9.5466 111 < 0.0001 0.88 0.40 
Extremely 
statistically 
significant 
Year 2 
N=47 64.47 78.94 40.74 32.25 4.6465 46 < 0.0001 0.39 0.19 
Extremely 
statistically 
significant 
Year 3 
N=44 80.11 88.98 28.15 23.07 3.6688 43 = 0.0007 0.34 0.17 
Extremely 
statistically 
significant 
 
Growth in Year 1 was greatest as the students developed this ability very quickly. In Years 2 and 
3, growth was not as great, as these skills would have already been established. It was again 
encouraging that the standard deviations for the post-tests in each year level were smaller that 
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those of the pre-tests, meaning that the gap in achievement between the higher and lower 
performing students had narrowed as their blending skill had developed.  
Development of text reading  
Improved letter-sound knowledge is of little relevance if it does not translate into greater 
accuracy when reading connected text.  The York Assessment of Reading for Comprehension was 
used to measure accuracy, rate and comprehension for a sample of students in Years 3 to 7. This 
section presents achievement results of students for whom both pre- and post-project tests 
were available. The number varies slightly across each of the three measures because in some 
cases the rate for either a pre- or post-test was not available (forgetting to stop the clock when 
the student finishes reading is common for people new to test administration); and perhaps for 
reasons of time, only one passage was read by some students in either the pre- or post-test, thus 
a paired comprehension score could not be calculated. For reporting purposes, only the results 
of students for whom paired scores were available were included in the calculations. 
Reading Accuracy 
When the students’ reading accuracy was analysed using paired sample t-tests, it was found that 
for students in Years 3 to 7, there were statistically significant differences between the pre- and 
post-project scores, as summarised in Table 12, with the differences being greater in Years 3 to 
6.  
Moderate effect sizes were calculated for students in Years 3 to 5. An effect size greater than 0.4 
is considered to indicate greater progress than would normally occur within a year of schooling 
(Hattie, 2007), but by Year 6, most students would be reading with a high level of accuracy and 
therefore not able to ‘grow’ much in this area. 
 
Table 12: Statistical summary of York reading accuracy results for students in Years 3 to 7  
YORK 
ACCURACY 
 
Mean 
Group 
1 
Mean 
Group 
2 
SD 
Group 
1 
SD 
Group 
2 
t df p value Cohen’s 
d 
Effect 
size r 
Significance 
Year 3  
N=33 44.76 49.33 7.63 8.61 7.3973 32 
Less 
than 
0.0001 
0.56 0.27 
Extremely 
statistically 
significant 
Year 4 
N=60 48.40 51.90 8.52 7.92 8.1869 59 
Less 
than 
0.0001 
0.42 0.21 
Extremely 
statistically 
significant 
Year 5 
N=54 50.19 54.11 8.72 7.93 7.5802 53 
Less 
than 
0.0001 
0.47 0.23 
Extremely 
statistically 
significant 
Year 6 
N=47 52.21 54.89 9.67 8.63 5.2385 46 
Less 
than 
0.0001 
0.29 0.14 
Extremely 
statistically 
significant 
Year 7 
N=89 55.25 56.21 7.36 7.06 2.1228 88 0.0366 0.13 0.07 
Statistically 
significant 
 
Reading Rate 
When the students’ reading rate was analysed using paired sample t-tests, it was found that for 
students in Years 4 and 5, there were statistically significant differences between the pre- and 
post-project scores. No statistically significant difference was found in pre- and post-tests of 
students in Years 3, 6 and 7. This information is summarised in Table 13.  
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Table 13: Statistical summary of York reading rate results for students in Years 3 to 7  
YORK 
RATE 
 
Mean 
Group 
1 
Mean 
Group 
2 
SD 
Group 
1 
SD 
Group 
2 
t df p value Cohen’s 
d 
Effect 
size r 
Significance 
Yr 3  
N=28 45.39 49.43 16.68 17.80 1.6955 27 0.1015 0.23 0.12 
Not 
statistically 
significant 
Yr 4 
N=55 49.42 55.29 14.53 13.87 4.5899 54 
Less 
than 
0.0001 
0.41 0.20 
Extremely 
statistically 
significant 
Yr 5 
N= 48 52.77 58.77 14.97 14.69 4.1560 47 Equals 0.0001 0.40 0.20 
Extremely 
statistically 
significant 
Yr 6 
N= 40 57.73 60.58 17.28 18 1.9090 39 Equals 0.0636 0.16 0.08 
Not quite 
statistically 
significant 
Yr 7 
N= 89 62.83 63.85 6.96 8.12 1.2224 88 Equals 0.2248 0.13 0.07 
Not 
statistically 
significant 
By Years 6 and 7, some students would have reached an optimal level of reading rate for most 
materials, and thus no significant increases would occur. For other students, the increasing 
difficulty of text, new vocabulary and more sophisticated concepts would slow reading rate until 
a new level of reading competency is reached. These results demonstrate that there is ‘more 
work to be done’ once students have mastered the basic decoding component of reading. 
Reading Comprehension 
Small improvements were made across the year levels in reading comprehension, as displayed in 
Figure 14.  The pre-post comprehension scores of all students were analysed using paired sample 
t-tests. When pre and post scores for Year 4 students’ reading comprehension were analysed 
using a paired sample t-test, it was found that there was a significant difference (t [59] = 2.4647; 
p = 0.0166) between the pre scores (mean = 54.52, SD = 8.55) and the post scores (mean = 56.90; 
SD = 8.93). Although the growth was statistically significant, Cohen’s d (0.27) indicated a small 
effect size, thus the difference was not important. Similarly, when results for the Year 6 cohort 
were analysed using a paired sample t-test, there was a significant difference (t [45] = 2.2909; p = 
0.0267) between the pre scores (mean = 61.22, SD = 7.84) and the post scores (mean = 63.87; SD 
= 7.65), but the effect size (Cohen’s d = 0.34) indicated that accelerated progress had not 
occurred.   
Table 14: Statistical summary of York reading comprehension results for students in Years 3 to 7  
YORK 
COMPREHENSION 
 
Mean 
Group 
1 
Mean 
Group 
2 
SD 
Group 
1 
SD 
Group 
2 
t df p 
value 
Cohen’s 
d 
Effect 
size r 
Significance 
Year 3  
N= 33 54.18 54.36 10.42 10.65 0.1211 32 Equals 0.9044 0.02 0.01 
Not 
statistically 
significant 
Year 4 
N= 60 54.52 56.90 8.55 8.93 2.4647 59 
Equals 
0.0166 0.27 0.13 
Statistically 
significant 
Year 5 
N=54 58.46 59.74 9.91 10.19 1.0431 53 Equals 0.3016 0.13 0.06 
Not 
statistically 
significant 
Year 6 
N= 46 61.22 63.87 7.84 7.65 2.2909 45 
Equals 
0.0267 0.34 0.17 
Statistically 
significant 
Year 7 
N= 89 62.83 63.85 6.96 8.12 1.2224 88 Equals 0.2248 0.13 0.07 
Not 
statistically 
significant 
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No statistically significant results were found for students in Years 3, 5 and 7and several schools 
were disappointed in their comprehension outcomes. There are several possible explanations: 
 
• An important consideration is that the project had been conducted for between seven to 
nine months between pre- and post-testing, and post-test norms for a year later were 
used. This would have the effect of deflating results. 
• The tests of phonological awareness and alphabetic knowledge assessed very discrete 
skills, which respond quickly to targeted teaching and so produce comparatively rapid 
and very encouraging growth. Comprehension is very complex, and progress is 
dependent upon a combination of many factors. 
• Some schools that targeted comprehension may not have understood that 
comprehension depends upon well developed decoding ability, a large bank of sight 
words, and knowledge of relevant vocabulary. If these underlying skills were not in place, 
efforts at developing comprehension alone would be ineffective. 
• Three schools mentioned factors that may have affected the York results. Different 
people conducted post-tests, and the scripted instructions and marking guidelines that 
accompany standardised tests do not always ensure correct administration. The project 
may have in fact contributed to this by providing teacher relief days to support York 
post-testing because of the heavy time commitment it demanded. In one school the 
“cavalier attitude” of some older students during post-testing was commented upon, 
with the suggestion that because assessments were not conducted by the teacher during 
class time but by an EA out of class, they were not taken seriously.  
 
These points may help explain the disappointing results, but analysis of individual school results 
revealed that in some cases, measurable progress in reading comprehension was achieved in the 
relatively short period of intervention. The intervention procedures and results of one school are 
presented in more detail below. 
A Case Study 
The results of the sampled students in one school are presented below. 
Table 15: School 1 York results 
Student Ages in Years and Months 
         
Student 
Code Name 
or Initials 
CHRONOLOGICAL 
AGE Pre 
Intervention 
CHRONOLOGICAL 
AGE Post 
Intervention 
ACCURACY 
READING AGE  
Pre intervention 
ACCURACY 
READING AGE  
Post intervention 
RATE READING 
AGE Pre 
Intervention 
RATE READING 
AGE Post 
Intervention 
COMPREHENSION 
READING AGE Pre 
Intervention 
COMPREHENSION 
READING AGE  
Post Intervention 
Tn 5.09 6.07 6.01 9.01 <5.10 7.05 <5.05 10.01 
Md 6.01 6.10 <5.07 7.04   6.09   6.02 
Ah 6.09 7.07 8.05 9.10 9.03 10.06 9.10 11.02 
Sr 6.10 7.07 7.02 7.11 6.10 8.10 7.01 8.05 
GL 7.08 8.06 6.08 7.09 6.10 7.03 6.11 8.03 
SPS 7.09 8.06 8.05 9.07 8.11 11.01 7.03 8.00 
FE 7.11 8.08 7.09 8.05 6.08 10.04 6.11 9.04 
HP 8.03 9 7.04 7 6.01 6.07 6.11 6.06 
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PruD 8.08 9.05 6.1 8.02 6.08 8.02 6.11 8.1 
PrawD 8.08 9.05 7.02 7.04 7.01 8 7.05 7.08 
CW 9.01 9.1 <5.07 5.09 <5.10 <5.10 <5.05 <5.05 
AV 9.02 9.11 8.07 9.1 8.01 8.03 8.08 8.05 
NH 9.03 10.01 10.08 12.05 8.04 9.09 8.1 >12.08 
FE 9.04 10.01 7.09 7.09 7.03 6.07 8.05 9.01 
RH 9.05 10.02 10.08 9.1 9.03 8.1 8.08 8.05 
KC 9.06 10.04 6.04 6.08 6.05 6.1 6.07 10.01 
SI 9.10 10.07 10.01 10.04 9.07 10.10 8.03 9.07 
VS 10.00 10.09 >12.09 >12.09 9.09 11.08 >12.08 >12.08 
DA 10.01 10.10 10.11 >12.09 8.11 10.06 9.10 >12.08 
KM 10.09 11.07 7.00 7.09 6.08 7.01 6.02 6.09 
AVDB 11.01 12.08 10.08 11.10 8.08 10.10 9.07 >12.08 
IK 11.04 12.01 7.02 7.02 6.00 6.09 10.04 9.01 
PLMW 11.09 12.06 6.02 7.09 5.11 6.09 6.11 8.10 
EK 11.10 12.07 >12.09 12.05 >12.06 >12.06 11.09 >12.08 
RM 12.04 13.01 >12.09 12.02 >12.06 >12.06 11.02 >12.08 
AK 12.04 13.02 8.10 9.10 9.03 10.01 9.04 10.01 
KSH 12.05 13.02 9.07 9.07 8.11 10.01 10.07 >12.08 
While not every sampled student made progress in the three areas, overall the YORK results 
show significant progress for students after only 9 months of instruction. Some students made 
extraordinary progress: KA began the year 1 year 4 months below her chronological age, and 
gained 3 years 8 months over the course of the intervention.  
The Intervention Evaluation Report described the process undertaken at this particular school as 
it implemented the intervention. The following description is taken largely from that report. 
Data gathering 
Initial data gathering sought to understand both teaching practices and staff competency levels 
in teaching reading comprehension. A staff survey of literacy knowledge was administered, 
followed by information from the Literacy Practices Guide. Teachers completed the guide 
through self-reflection, after which they partnered with a ‘buddy’ teacher. Buddies observed one 
aspect of the Literacy Practices Guide and provided informal feedback for each other. This was 
followed by an observation and discussion with a member of the leadership team regarding 
areas of strength and areas needing further development in the teaching of comprehension.  
A sample of low, average and high achieving students from Year 1 to Year 7 were assessed using 
the York Assessment of Reading Comprehension (YARC) assessment or Alphacheck (for the junior 
years/struggling students). Data from these sources were analysed through a process of 
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disciplined dialogue, which informed the focus of the intervention: building the comprehension 
of the Year 4 students. One student, whose limited decoding skills were hindering his progress, 
was identified as needing a case management approach.  
Professional development 
The school took advantage of the professional learning opportunities offered by the project on 
the Big Six elements required for skilled reading to develop, and understanding the Literacy 
Practices Guide. External support in the use of the commercial comprehension programs was 
also accessed. The Literacy Coordinator also provided additional support in her role. 
Establishment of an Explicit Approach 
The leadership team was aware that the term ‘explicit teaching’ was used frequently in the staff 
room, but staff surveys revealed that many different interpretations of this term existed. It was 
vital that the staff involved in the intervention had a clear understanding of explicit teaching so 
they could implement it in their own classrooms. The Literacy Coordinator held regular meetings 
with the teachers involved, discussing what explicit teaching ‘looked like’, and then modelled a 
lesson in one teacher’s class. The Year 4 teachers used two commercial reading programs, 
Making Connections and Springboard into Comprehension that incorporate the explicit teaching 
model. When introducing the skill, the teacher is in control, explicitly teaching. Students then 
practise the skill, where there is shared control between the teacher and students. Finally, 
students are applying the skill where the students are in control, independently demonstrating 
their understanding.  
The Literacy Coordinator also planned a 15 minute daily routine during which the teachers led 
comprehension-building activities that reinforced all areas of reading to help build on their 
comprehension skills: decoding, vocabulary, phonics, text form knowledge and fluency.  
Monitoring the Intervention 
There were regular meetings with the Year 4 staff directly involved in the intervention to keep 
the intervention on track, and provide strategies and skills to enhance teacher knowledge. These 
meetings were invaluable as they ensured an open line of communication to clarify the practices 
and intent of the intervention. The Literacy Coordinator reviewed teaching practices by 
observing lessons taught by the intervention staff and providing feedback based around the 
Literacy Practices Guide. Other staff were also involved in regular collaborative meetings where 
they were updated on the direction of literacy and provided input in the planning and priorities 
of the school. 
The progress of JK deserves particular mention. JK was initially assessed using the Alphacheck as 
he was not reading connected text. The growth in his letter-sound knowledge is displayed in 
Figure 9, an improvement that meant he could attempt the YORK reading passages in November 
(see Table 15). Although still well behind his peers, JK has mastered sufficient letter-sound 
knowledge to begin his reading journey. 
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 Figure 9: Year 4 pre-post Alphacheck results for JK 
The Report points out that JK also participated in the schools Phonological Awareness (PA) 
program, and his progress was the subject of “in depth conversations” among the Literacy 
Coordinator and his teachers throughout the year. This is realistically the level of support 
required for students such as JK to make progress, and requires an understanding of the reading 
process and effective teaching, how to support changing teacher practice, and of the need to 
monitor progress closely.     
It is evident that the multi-pronged approach to intervention at this school, which included 
professional learning to build knowledge and skills, guided self-reflection, peer support, a high 
level of mentoring, case management of struggling students and ongoing monitoring, resulted in 
successful outcomes. Although demanding in terms of time, effort and energy, the carefully 
planned and implemented intervention made a measurable difference to the reading outcomes 
of most students, not only in the targeted year level, but also more broadly across the school.  
The impact of regularly updating all teachers on the intervention and the specific strategies 
being used appeared to permeate other classes. As expressed in the report, “the whole staff 
were on board with the overhaul of literacy practices and were keen to up-skill and collaborate 
with one another”. This resulted in enhanced learning for many children at the school, and is 
likely to have a long-term positive impact on their success at school, and beyond.   
Performance of lowest achieving students 
Six of the 12 schools focused on comprehension for their literacy intervention. Table 16 presents 
the year level targeted and whether the intervention was designed to improve whole class 
instruction (Wave 1); instruction of small groups of students who were slightly behind their peers 
(Wave 2); or the teaching of those students who were significantly behind their peers (Wave 3). 
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Table 16: Targets of schools focusing on comprehension  
School Year level Student group 
1 Year 4 Whole class and small group teaching of 
students slightly behind 
2 Years 6-7 Whole class teaching 
3 Year 4 Small group teaching of students slightly 
behind  
4 Whole school Whole class teaching 
5 Years 5-7 Small group teaching of students slightly 
behind 
6 Years 2-4 Small group teaching of students slightly 
behind 
No schools targeted students who were significantly behind their peers, but it was nevertheless 
of interest to examine the comprehension outcomes of the lowest performing students to 
determine whether or not a general focus on comprehension would improve their progress. 
Analysis of the reading comprehension results of the students ranked in percentiles 1-20 at the 
beginning of the year makes sobering reading. The graphed results of the York pre-post 
percentile rankings of these students are included as Appendix Y. Results are summarised as 
follows, remembering that a full year’s instruction had not occurred between pre- and post-
testing: 
 Table 17: Pre-post York results of lowest performing students pre-intervention 
Year level Performance of students in percentiles 1-20 pre-intervention 
3 4/10 students improved their performance, and for one of those, progress was 
minimal. Two students remained at the same level and 4 students were ranked 
lower in the post-test. 
4 15/24 students improved their performance; 4 remained at the same level; and 5 
were ranked lower in the post-test. 
5 13/20 students improved their performance; 3 remained at the same level; and 4 
were ranked lower in the post-test.  
6 16/23 students improved their performance, 2 remained at the same level; and 5 
were ranked lower in the post-test.    
7 25/42 students improved their performance; 1 remained at the same level; and 16 
were ranked lower in the post-test.      
 
Even considering the shortened period of instruction, it is clear that unless the performance of 
these students is particularly targeted, many students will not make progress at all. Some 
children will achieve in any class and with any teacher, but most will not reach their potential 
unless they receive high quality teaching. Outcomes for our lowest achieving students, those 
who are at risk of not learning to read independently, are even more dependent on teachers 
who have a deep understanding of the reading process, and who know how to assess specific 
skills, analyse data, plan carefully sequenced instruction, teach explicitly and monitor student 
progress closely. 
Conclusions 
• The school leaders responded positively to the evidence-based positions taken within 
the PALL Plus project, and although a few participants experienced ‘information 
overload’, the content of the five professional learning modules was perceived as 
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accessible, relevant and useful. The opportunity and time to collaborate and network 
with peers was particularly valued.   
 
• The frameworks, tools and templates provided within the Project were highly 
regarded and used widely in the planning and implementation of the literacy 
interventions. The Literacy Learning Blueprint provided a framework that helped 
leaders, particularly those in new roles, maintain awareness of their responsibilities 
across the range of leadership dimensions. The Big Six and Literacy Practices Guide 
were used in different ways to frame professional learning in schools, and to build 
teacher knowledge and more effective classroom practice.  
 
• There is evidence from a range of sources that the school leaders involved in the PALL 
Plus project increased their knowledge of the reading process, and used this 
knowledge to guide the implementation of evidence-based reading instruction in 
their schools. This was evident in more effective collection and analysis of data, and the 
introduction of structures, processes and programs that were consistent with best 
practice in reading instruction. 
 
• School visits, informal feedback and data within the Intervention Evaluation Reports 
attested to positive changes in teacher knowledge and classroom instruction in all 
schools. Major changes related to adoption of the synthetic phonics approach to 
teaching alphabetic knowledge; more explicit teaching of reading skills including 
vocabulary, fluency and comprehension; improved analysis of student achievement 
data and subsequent lesson planning; and “teachers teaching teachers” with peer 
mentoring and more formal professional learning being conducted by staff members 
for their colleagues. 
 
• Regular school visits by mentors were important in helping schools maintain 
engagement in the project as the literacy interventions were implemented in the 
second year.  
 
• No significant changes were perceived in the roles of the Education Assistants 
throughout the project. Although they participated in most staff development related 
to the project initiatives, there was little in the Project that directly targeted 
development of their skills.  
 
• Several reports mentioned the difficulty of engaging all staff in new initiatives, with 
comments in three reports alluding to class results clearly reflecting the extent to 
which teachers did or did not teach explicitly, and adhere to agreed-upon teaching 
sequences.  One leader reported that involvement in the Project had provided the data 
to have a “disciplined dialogue” about the disparity in results across classes in the same 
year level. Reference to “uneven uptake” was included in one report, and another 
leader referred to a small number of teachers who “found it difficult to embrace all the 
changes put forward through the project and there is not a fully common belief about 
the teaching of reading”. 
 
•  Statistically significant differences between pre- and post-intervention SPAT-R scores 
were found for the phonological skills of students in PP, Year 1 and Year 2. A very large 
effect size was calculated on the PP results but not for results in the other years.  
Greater growth would be expected in the younger students, as students in Years 1 and 
2 would begin with some level of established skills. 
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• Students in PP who were ranked in percentiles 1-20 pre-intervention for their 
phonological skills made strong progress, but half of those ranked in percentiles 1-20 
in Year 2 made no progress at all.  These children are now in Year 3, and according to 
this assessment, do not have the phonemic skills to support beginning reading while 
many of their peers are already reading independently.  
 
• Statistically significant differences between pre- and post-intervention letter-sound 
knowledge as assessed by the Alphacheck were found for students in Years 1, 2 and 3, 
with a very large effect size calculated on the Year 1 scores. The results for Year 1, 
however, had a larger post-project standard deviation than pre-project, revealing that 
progress was uneven across the group. The smaller post-test standard deviations in 
Years 2 and 3 reveal some narrowing of the gap in achievement between the higher 
and lower performing students.  
 
• Statistically significant differences between pre- and post-intervention blending 
ability as assessed by the Alphacheck were found for students in Years 1, 2 and 3, with 
a large effect size calculated on the Year 1 scores, but only small effect sizes were 
calculated for the results of students in Years 2 and 3.   
 
• Statistically significant differences between pre- and post-intervention reading 
accuracy scores were recorded for students in Years 3-7, with moderate effect sizes for 
students in Years 3, 4 and 5.  
 
• Statistically significant differences between pre- and post-intervention reading rate 
scores as assessed on the York were recorded for students in Years 4 and 5. Reading 
rate is one measure of fluency, and is usually correlated with comprehension. In order 
to be fluent, there must be a very high level of word recognition, as inaccuracies will 
immediately cause a breakdown in meaning.  Students in Year 3, whose accuracy 
scores demonstrated that they could read the words, appeared to lack the automaticity 
required for immediate recognition, which affected their rate of reading.  Wide reading 
will increase this capacity, and students should be given opportunities to do this in class 
once they can read, as the many distractions and in some cases lack of reading 
materials outside school, will continue to hinder their progress. 
 
• Small improvements were made across the year levels in reading comprehension as 
assessed by the York, with the pre-post intervention results of students in Years 4 and 6 
being statistically significant.   
 
• No schools specifically targeted students with the lowest levels of achievement, and 
the progress of these students was minimal, with some making no progress at all.   
 
• There is evidence that, overall, teachers’ literacy knowledge and reading instruction 
became more consistent with best practice throughout the year, and the phonological 
skills, alphabetic knowledge, and reading accuracy and rate of many students were 
enhanced.  
 
• Comprehension results were not as strong, and varied considerably between schools. 
 
• With the exception of the phonological skills of lower achieving PP students, 
improvements were not evident in the lowest performing students.  
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• Teachers need to be aware of the need to continue targeting phonological skills in 
Year 2 for those children who need it. Once children reach Year 2, many of the 
prerequisite skills of reading skills are assumed.  
 
• Similarly, students in the middle and upper primary years may need explicit teaching 
of letter-sound knowledge that was not mastered in the junior years.  
 
Recommendations 
1. That systematic collection of student achievement data continue throughout 2015. Several 
leaders commented that they expected the impact of PALL Plus to be more evident from 
2015.  
2. That a document containing guidelines and strategies that reinforce core knowledge and 
processes essential to early reading be developed and disseminated at the system level to 
support the development of struggling students. This group did not make progress in the PALL 
Pus project, and requires highly targeted teaching.  Many teachers are unfamiliar with the 
role decodable readers can play in supporting the blending process, the underlying process 
used to read an alphabetic language; or strategies such as match-to-sample that provide the 
intensity and frequency of practice some children need. 
3. That school clusters take advantage of the expertise developed by many of the participating 
leaders and teachers. This could take the form of staff development sessions at different 
schools followed by collaborative meetings to discuss implementation and monitoring; or 
visits to classrooms to observe synthetic phonics lessons, or the explicit teaching of 
vocabulary, fluency or comprehension.  
4. That the report be placed on the WA Department of Education website so the non-
commercial frameworks and assessment tools can be made available to a wider audience. 
5. That volunteer leaders present the outcomes of their literacy interventions at a public 
seminar to disseminate the results, and the evidence-based practices that led to them.  
6. That more attention is focused on developing the skills of Education Assistants, as they play 
an integral role in supporting both teachers and students, and have great potential to 
contribute further.  
Final comments 
Several of the Intervention Evaluation Reports contained summative comments on the PALL Plus 
project, two of which conclude this report.  
 
Through involvement with the project, data collection is now purposeful, streamlined and 
meaningful and determines the next phase of teaching and helps teachers know what 
students need to improve and the next stage of teaching. Staff now realise the importance of 
data based conclusions and the necessity of disciplined dialogue resulting in clear direction 
for tracking and planning for intervention. Through distributed leadership, whole school 
processes are in place for the teaching of reading, spelling and vocabulary. Teachers work 
collaboratively in their planning and use a common language. Positive impact has also been 
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noted in students writing, with them purposefully searching for more complex word choices 
which have improved the overall standard of writing across the school. 
 
Being involved in the PALL Plus project has provided me with the knowledge and confidence 
to lead literacy at our school in a proactive manner. I have the skills to look at the data and 
make decisions about the direction the school is taking by leading disciplined dialogue with 
colleagues. I appreciated the opportunity to lead the intervention and feel that [our school] is 
on track to improve not only our reading comprehension rates, but English as a whole.  
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Project Timeline 
Date Project  Activity Data collection Data 
management/analysis 
September-
October, 
2012 
Recruitment of schools   
November 
12, 2012 
Inception meeting   
January, 
2013 
 
Organisation of venue and catering; 
Module 1-2 preparation; 
Preparation of resource folders 
School profiles 
emailed to 
schools for 
completion 
 
 
February, 
2013 
 
Delivery of Module 1 on February 18 Completion of 
school authority 
forms, participant 
consent forms; 
pre-project 
Personal 
Leadership 
Profiles; Module 
Evaluations  
Authority and consent 
forms filed; PLPs entered 
into data base and 
individual reports 
prepared; module 
evaluations and 
comments entered into 
database 
 Delivery of Module 2 on February 19 Completion of 
pre-project 
Literacy 
Knowledge and 
Beliefs Surveys; 
Module 
Evaluations 
Literacy survey data 
entered into Excel 
database; will be 
graphed and analysed 
when post-data are 
available; module 
evaluations and 
comments entered into 
database 
March-
April 2013 
Mentor visits to schools Mentors record 
brief notes on 
school visits and 
any planned 
follow-up activity 
Individual PLP reports 
emailed to school 
leaders  
June, 2013 Delivery of Module 3 on June 11 Included 
workshop/focus 
group on use of 
the Literacy 
Practices Guide 
(LPG);  
Module 
Evaluations 
 
Notes recorded on focus 
group discussion; 
Module evaluations and 
comments entered into 
database 
July, 2013 Six-monthly interim report prepared  Data summarised for 
interim report 
Aug 2013 August 20: Progress meeting with ECU team  
Preparation of material for Module 4  
Organisation of venue, catering 
Mentor visits to schools 
 
 
 
 
Field notes 
 
Sept 2013 Sept 3: Delivery of Module 4  
 
Sept 5: ECU team meeting to review feedback 
from Module 4 and finalise planning of Module 
5 
Module 
Evaluations 
Notes recorded 
on focus group 
discussion 
Module evaluations and 
comments entered into 
database 
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Project Timeline 
Oct 2013 Oct 22: Delivery of Module 5   
Negotiation of 2014 cross-school assessments  
Negotiation of dates and content for school-
based professional learning in Jan-Feb 2014 
Mentor visits to schools 
Module Evaluations 
Decisions 
regarding 
assessments 
recorded  
 
 
 
Field notes 
Module evaluations and 
comments entered into 
database 
 
 
Nov 2013 Mentor visits to schools Field notes 
 
 
Dec 2013 Mentor visits to schools 
 
Confirmation of professional learning dates and 
content emailed to schools 
Field notes  Analysis of pre-project 
Survey of Literacy 
Knowledge  
Jan 2014 Professional Learning sessions conducted in six 
schools 
Development of consent forms and pre-
intervention surveys 
Second interim report prepared 
 Data summarised for 
interim report 
April  
2014 
School visits by literacy mentors 
 
Field notes Student assessment 
graphs sent to all schools 
as they are completed 
May  
2014 
School visits by literacy mentors 
 
Field notes 
 
 
June  
2014 
School visits by literacy mentors 
June 11 – PALL Plus meeting with ECU team 
Field notes   
July  
2014 
School visits by literacy mentors 
Third interim report prepared and submitted 
Field notes Data summarised for 
interim report 
August-
November 
2014 
Aug 7 PALL Plus catch-up meeting 
School visits by literacy mentors and leadership 
mentor to support report writing 
October-November Student post-assessment 
Field notes 
Post-tests of 
SPAT-R, 
Alphacheck and 
York 
 
 
Data entry and early 
analysis 
December 
2014 
Student assessment in schools; email post-
surveys and PLPs; post surveys of leader and 
teacher literacy knowledge; post PLPs 
Post-tests of 
SPAT-R, 
Alphacheck and 
York 
Post surveys 
Post PLPs 
Data entry and analysis 
February-
March 
2015 
Final data analysis and writing of Final Report  
March 31 Submission of Final Report 
  
April  
2015 
 
April 30- Submission of Financial Acquittal   
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 PALL PLUS: Evaluation Sheet: Module 3 
 
 
 
Session 1  Group discussion: Current and proposed use of   
 the Literacy Practices Guide 
 
Not helpful       Extremely Worthwhile 
 1   2   3   4   5 
 
What was the highlight? 
 ________________________________________________________________________________ 
 ________________________________________________________________________________ 
What would you change? 
 ________________________________________________________________________________ 
 ________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Session 2 Effective use of data in schools 
  
Not helpful       Extremely Worthwhile 
 1   2   3   4   5 
 
What was the highlight? 
 ________________________________________________________________________________ 
 ________________________________________________________________________________ 
What would you change? 
 ________________________________________________________________________________ 
 ________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Session 3  Literacy Assessments For Diagnostic Teaching  
 
Not helpful       Extremely Worthwhile 
 1   2   3   4   5 
 
What was the highlight? 
 ________________________________________________________________________________ 
 ________________________________________________________________________________ 
What would you change? 
 ________________________________________________________________________________ 
 ________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Session 4 Using data to develop priorities at school,    
 classroom and individual levels 
 
Not helpful       Extremely Worthwhile 
 1   2   3   4   5 
 
What was the highlight? 
 ________________________________________________________________________________ 
 ________________________________________________________________________________ 
What would you change? 
 ________________________________________________________________________________ 
 ________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Neil Dempster:   Griffith University:  2009 
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Comprehension 6
5
4
3
2
1
Fluency
Vocabulary
Phonological
awareness
Oral language/
early literacy
experiences
Letter-sound knowledge
(phonics)
© Deslea Konza, Fogarty Learning Centre, Edith Cowan University
Learning to Read
The Big Six
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  LITERACY PRACTICES GUIDE PP-YR1 
Focus is on rich language development, explicit teaching of 
phonemic awareness, letter/sound knowledge and sight words  
Self- 
reflection 
Peer/leader 
reflection 
 
C
LA
S
S
R
O
O
M
 
Room design supports whole group, small group and individual 
instruction 
  
Comfortable, well-organised, informal reading area   
Children’s names displayed   
Environmental print; labelling of resources, days of week, 
calendar, etc 
  
Organisation of environmental print e.g. word families   
“Living” word walls e.g. stickies, new words appearing   
Accessible reading resources e.g. rhyming dictionary, picture 
dictionary 
  
Range of text types in room: narrative, information, etc   
Children’s work displayed   
Picture alphabet displayed   
Imaginative play area (dress-up/shop/kitchen, etc)   
Sets of magnetic/plastic letters for each child to manipulate   
Evidence of group composition displayed   
Home readers   
Evidence of community, family involvement, e.g. business or 
community partnerships, family reading nights, mentors 
  
Comments 
 
S
TU
D
E
N
T 
W
O
R
K
 Work responded to and dated   
Reasonable student attempts at all tasks   
Explicit (specific) feedback   
Targeted feedback; ie not every error marked   
Correct model for invented spelling attempts   
All levels displayed - not just “the best”   
Student portfolios well organised and attractively collated   
Comments 
 
P
LA
N
N
IN
G
 
Planning for:   
Oral language and vocabulary development   
Explicit phonological awareness teaching   
Explicit letter-sound teaching   
Explicit sight word teaching   
Grouping of students   
Rationale of order of letter-sound teaching   
Explicit oral retelling   
Individual tracking of student achievement   
Link between assessment and instruction   
Year-level collaboration   
Reference to school-wide literacy plan   
Comments 
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 LITERACY PRACTICES GUIDE PP-YR1 
Focus is on enjoyment of different text types; explicit 
teaching of phonemic awareness, letter/sound knowledge 
and sight words. 
Self- 
reflection 
Peer/ 
leader 
reflection 
 
R
E
A
D
IN
G
 L
E
S
S
O
N
 O
B
S
E
R
V
A
TI
O
N
 
Teacher reads aloud in every lesson   
Modelling of good oral reading (phrasing, expression)   
Variety of guided, shared and modelled reading strategies   
Clear purpose set for reading; e.g. find facts, enjoyment   
Explanation of text parts – title, author, words, pictures   
Oral language development opportunities    
Grouping of students for reading at level   
Explicit vocabulary instruction – child-friendly definitions, 
“rich” instruction 
  
Incidental practice of new vocabulary   
Monitoring of progress   
Variety of levels of oral questioning   
Phonemic awareness in context   
Explicit letter-sound teaching   
Explicit sight word teaching   
Constructing words with magnetic letters   
Think-alouds used to model comprehension strategies   
Comments 
 
 
O
TH
E
R
 L
E
S
SO
N
 
O
B
S
E
R
V
A
TI
O
N
 L
ea
rn
in
g 
ar
ea
:  
Activates prior knowledge of content   
Subject-specific vocabulary instruction   
Practice of new vocabulary   
Comments 
 
 
 
Assessment types used (e.g. teacher judgement, anecdotal notes, running records, portfolios, rubrics, 
alphabet checklists, phonological awareness assessments, standardised tests, receptive vocabulary 
tests, oral language tests) 
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  LITERACY PRACTICES GUIDE YRS 2 - 4 
Focus is on securing letter/sound and word knowledge 
within a language-rich learning environment 
Self- 
reflection 
Peer/leader 
reflection 
 
C
LA
S
S
R
O
O
M
 
Room design supports whole group, small group and 
individual instruction 
  
Comfortable, well-organised informal reading area   
Displays of current student work   
Alphabet displayed   
“Living” word walls   
Word families displayed   
Other words categorised (e.g. in themes)   
High-interest fiction and non-fiction books available at 
variety of reading levels 
  
Multi-modal or read-along texts available   
Take home books   
Evidence of community, family involvement, e.g. business 
or community partnerships, family reading nights, mentors 
  
Comments 
 
S
TU
D
E
N
T 
W
O
R
K
 Work responded to and dated   Reasonable student attempts at all tasks   
Feedback is explicit, rather than simply “Good work” type 
comments. 
  
Targeted feedback – page not covered in corrections   
Correct model for incorrectly spelt words   
All levels displayed - not just “the best”   
Student portfolios well organised and attractively collated   
Comments 
 
 
P
LA
N
N
IN
G
  
Planning for:   
Explicit phonological awareness teaching where necessary, 
e.g. for particular individuals or groups 
  
Explicit letter-sound (morphemes and spelling rules) and 
sight word teaching  
  
Grouping of students   
Use of technology to support literacy   
Individual tracking of student achievement   
Link between assessment and instruction   
Year level collaboration   
Comments 
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 LITERACY PRACTICES GUIDE YRS 2-4 
Focus is on securing more advanced letter/sound 
knowledge and sight word knowledge within a language-rich 
learning environment 
Self- 
reflection 
Peer/leader 
reflection 
 
R
E
A
D
IN
G
 L
E
S
S
O
N
 O
B
S
E
R
V
A
TI
O
N
 
Purpose of lesson stated   
Modelling of good oral reading practices (fluency, use of 
expression) 
  
Whole class and targeted individual assistance   
Clear Before, During and After reading strategies 
articulated: 
• Activate prior knowledge 
• Preview text layout of informational text 
• Specific attention to vocabulary 
• Use of strategies such as graphic organisers, mind 
maps, etc to assist comprehension 
  
Explicit instruction of strategies to decipher multi-syllabic 
words e.g. syllabifying; identifying known words parts 
  
Variety of levels of questioning included   
Think-alouds used to model comprehension strategies   
Comments 
 
  O
TH
E
R
 L
E
S
SO
N
 O
B
SE
R
V
A
TI
O
N
 
Le
ar
ni
ng
 a
re
a:
 
Activated prior knowledge of content   
Specific attention to content-specific vocabulary   
Previewed text layout of informational text   
Whole class and targeted individual assistance   
Variety of levels of questioning included   
Explicit teaching of comprehension strategies; e.g., retrieval 
charts, flow charts 
  
Comments 
 
 
Assessment types used (e.g. teacher judgement, anecdotal notes, running records, portfolios, rubrics, 
alphabet checklists, phonological awareness assessments, standardised assessments, receptive 
vocabulary tests, oral language tests) 
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 LITERACY PRACTICES GUIDE YRS 5 - 7 
Focus is on vocabulary development, fluency and 
comprehension 
Self- 
reflection 
Peer/leader 
reflection 
 
C
LA
S
S
R
O
O
M
 
Room design supports whole group, small group and  
individual instruction 
  
Interesting word definitions displayed (“word 
consciousness”) 
  
High interest, fiction and non-fiction at different levels in 
class library 
  
Word walls that focus on different elements of words, e.g. 
etymological roots, morphemic components 
  
Task checklists displayed; e.g. for editing, researching,   
Accessible references e.g. thesauruses, dictionaries,    
Displays of current student work   
Both individual and group work displayed   
Culturally-diverse books, magazines and newspapers 
available in class library 
  
Multi-modal or read-along texts available    
Class newspaper/research projects displayed   
Evidence of community, family involvement, e.g. business 
or community partnerships, family reading nights, mentors 
  
Comments 
 
 
S
TU
D
E
N
T 
W
O
R
K
 
Work responded to and dated   
Reasonable student attempts at all tasks   
Feedback is explicit and supportive, rather than simply 
“Good work” type comments. 
  
Targeted feedback   
Correct model for incorrectly spelt words   
Student portfolios well organised and attractively collated 
(by students?) 
  
Evidence of self-correction in student work   
Comments 
  
P
LA
N
N
IN
G
  
Evidence of grade level planning   
SSR at instructional level   
Grouping of students   
Differentiation of curriculum evident   
Planning for advanced phonic work (spelling/grammatical 
rules) 
  
School-wide reading plan   
Use of technology to support literacy   
Individual tracking of student achievement   
Comments 
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 LITERACY PRACTICES GUIDE YRS 5 – 7 
Focus is on vocabulary development, fluency and 
comprehension 
Self- 
reflection 
Peer/leader 
reflection 
 
R
E
A
D
IN
G
 L
E
S
S
O
N
 O
B
S
E
R
V
A
TI
O
N
 
Modelling of good oral reading for performance purposes   
Purpose of lesson stated   
Whole class and targeted individual assistance   
Clear Before, During and After reading strategies 
articulated 
• Activate prior knowledge 
• Preview text layout of informational text 
• Specific attention to vocabulary 
• Use of strategies such as graphic organisers, mind 
maps, etc to assist comprehension 
  
Explicit instruction of strategies to decipher multi-syllabic 
words, e.g. syllabifying; identifying known words parts 
  
Reference to use of glossaries, thesauruses, dictionaries   
Use of “Accountable talk” – teachers ask for evidence for 
opinions, statements, etc 
  
Range of levels of questions asked   
Students given opportunities to use higher order skills - 
draw inferences, make connections, summarise, analyse, 
evaluate, apply to authentic situations 
  
Comments 
 
 O
TH
E
R
 L
E
S
SO
N
 O
B
SE
R
V
A
TI
O
N
  
Le
ar
ni
ng
 a
re
a:
 
Activates prior knowledge of content   
Explanation of text relating to maps and diagrams   
Specific attention to content-specific vocabulary   
Previews text layout of informational text   
Checks for student understanding   
Whole class and targeted individual assistance   
Use of graphic organisers to organise information   
Relate new to existing knowledge   
Comments 
 
• Assessment types used: Standardised or non-standardised e.g. Neale Analysis, Informal Prose 
Inventory, PAT-R, SAST, teacher judgement. 
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PALL PLUS Module Five 
Leaders’ Planning Template for Intervention Evaluation 
 
Intervention Description: _________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
       Purpose               Process             Use 
What From Whom 
(Sources) 
How  
(Methods) 
Data Collection Data Processing and 
Discussion 
Evaluation 
Reporting? 
 What key questions will 
be asked? 
Who will be our data 
sources here? 
What data methods 
will we employ? 
When?  Who will do 
this? 
When? 
Who will do this? 
 
How? 
To whom? 
1. Classroom Practice 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
      
2.  Student 
Achievement 
 
 
 
 
 
 
      
3. Leadership 
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PALL PLUS Report 
 
for 
Sample Report 
At the commencement of the PALL Plus project, a record of your personal views about leading literacy was collected to help focus later 
analysis on the effects of your participation in the project.  This report should be seen as a useful formative tool to help you and your mentor 
discuss particular aspects of the leadership of literacy in your school.  Please keep this as a record of your progress.  Each page has notes that 
accompany each set of graphs and tables. 
 
Section 1a - Personal Leadership Profile (PLP) 
 
On a scale from ‘very limited’ to ‘excellent’ rate the status of your knowledge and skill to undertake each aspect of leadership for learning. 
 
 
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
Professional
Development
Curriculum
and Teaching
A Strong
Evidence Base
Shared
Leadership
Shared Moral
Purpose
Parent and
Community
Support
Conditions for
Learning
Pre Intervention                Post Intervention  
Personal Leadership Profile 
Notes:  Based on your survey 
results the diagram on the left 
shows your scaling (dark) and the 
average for the normed sample 
(light).  Each scale score was 
calculated by averaging your 
results in relation to the 40 
questions on the PLP instrument.  
Think about what differences 
between your profile and that of 
the average group might mean. 
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0
1
2
3
4
5
6
Q1 Promote skills
in data analysis
and interpretation
through
professional
development
amongst teachers
Q3 Lead planning
and resourcing of
professional
learning in the
school
Q13Ensure that
teachers engage in
extended learning
about school
priority areas
Q17Participate as
'leading learners'
with teachers in
professional
development
Q22 Support,
evaluate and
develop teacher
quality
Q28 Develop
collaborative
professional
learning
opportunities
among staff
Q39Lead
professional
conversations
regarding
evidence
Pre Intervention               Post Intervention 
Professional Development 
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
Q2Coordinate and
manage the
teaching and
learning program
Q4Observe
teachers in action
directly and
provide specific
feedback
Q19Demonstrate
awareness of the
literacy
requirements of
the phases of
schooling
Q25Maintain
ongoing
commitment to
curriculum
priorities
Q29Display a keen
interest in
students'
classroom work
and achievements
Q32Monitor,
review and
evaluate
curriculum
delivery in the
school
Q38Set realistic
achievement
targets for all
phases of
schooling
Pre Intervention               Post Intervention 
Curriculum and Teaching 
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
Q14 Manage and align
resources strategically
Q21 Provide a safe and
orderly environment
conducive to learning
Q27 Ensure social and
emotional support for
learners
Q30 Celebrate teacher
and student successes
Q40 Ensure common and
uninterrupted learning
time for priorities
Pre Intervention               Post Intervention 
Conditions for Learning 
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
Q5Ensure that both
school and system data
are gathered
Q18Lead systematic data
gathering across the
school's responsibilities
Q24 Monitor and plan for
teacher development
based on data
Q34 Plan for student
learning based on data
Q36 Monitor student
learning based on data
Pre Intervention               Post Intervention 
A Strong Evidence Base 
Section 1b - Results by Question (PLP) 
In the following graphs your own ratings   (1 = Very Limited       2 = Limited       3 = Fair       4 = Good       5 = Very Good       6 = Excellent) 
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0
1
2
3
4
5
6
Q7Set high expectations Q8Build vision and set
directions collaboratively
Q12See that goals are
embedded in school and
classroom routines
Q16 Model and reinforce
positive attitudes in the
school
Q23 Ensure consensus on
goals
Pre Intervention               Post Intervention 
Shared Moral Purpose 
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
Q10 Include parents
as integral to the
school's learning
programs
Q11 Use the services
of outside agencies
Q15 Be active in the
local community and
in professional
communities
Q20 Seek the input of
professionals beyond
the school
Q31 Involve wider
community support
to improve learning
Q35 Network with
other schools and
teachers on good
practice
Pre Intervention               Post Intervention 
Parent and Community Support 
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
Q6Encourage team work
amongst teachers
Q9 Plan school
organisation structures to
support improved
learning
Q26 Support collaborative
work cultures
Q33 Share leadership
systematically with
teachers
Q37 Share accountability
tasks with teachers based
on classroom, school and
system data
Pre Intervention               Post Intervention 
Shared Leadership 
Section 1b  cont’d - Results by Question (PLP) 
In the following graphs your own ratings   (1 = Very Limited       2 = Limited       3 = Fair       4 = Good       5 = Very Good       6 = Excellent) 
Additional Notes on Scale Score compositions 
 
Scale Questions comprising scale 
Professional Development q1, q3, q13, q17, q22, q28, q39 
Curriculum and Teaching q2, q4, q19, q25, q29, q32, q38 
Conditions for Learning q14, q21, q27, q30, q40 
A Strong Evidence Base q5, q18, q24, q34, q36 
Shared Moral Purpose q7, q8, q12, q16, q23 
Parent and Community Support q10, q11, q15, q20, q31, q35 
Shared Leadership q6, q9, q26, q33, q37 
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 Survey of Literacy Knowledge, Beliefs and Practices 
 
1. What are the 5 core elements of reading, identified by the National Reading Panel, 
that are required for the development of meaningful reading? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. List 5 effective literacy practices you would expect to see in a PP-Yr 1 classroom. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3.  What literacy assessments do you currently use at your school?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. What collaborative processes that support literacy do you have in place at your 
school? 
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5.  What do you understand by the expression ‘waves’ or ‘levels’ of reading 
intervention? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6. What common literacy practices or programs are in place across year levels at 
your school? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7.  What reading interventions do you currently have in place at your school? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8.  What role do the following have in a reading program?  
 
a/ Decodable texts (e.g. Fitzroy Readers, Dandelion readers) 
 
 
 
 
b/ Highly predictable texts 
 
 
 
 
c/ Sustained silent reading 
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9. What is your belief regarding the withdrawal from class of students who are 
significantly behind in reading development for intervention programs? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10. Provide a brief definition of the following terms: 
 
a/  phonological awareness 
 
 
b/  phoneme 
 
 
c/  morpheme 
 
 
d/  etymology 
 
 
e/  semantics 
 
 
f/  phonics 
 
 
g/ segmentation 
 
 
h/ grapheme 
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PALL Plus - Teacher Survey of Literacy Practice 
This survey is to gain some idea of teachers’ current literacy understanding and 
classroom practice. We will ask you to complete it again at the end of the year.  
 
Year level(s) you teach this year:_____________________ 
 
I am directly involved in the PALL Plus literacy intervention this year Yes  No 
 
 
1. What do you think ‘explicit teaching’ means? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Think about if, or how, you incorporate explicit teaching into your typical 
lesson structure. On the line below, circle the number that reflects the extent to 
which you use explicit teaching, with 1 being not at all, and 10 being all the time. 
 
1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9   10 
 
 
3. What are the ‘Big Six’ elements of reading? 
 1. 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. 
 5. 
 6. 
 
4. Please write a sentence or two about how these six elements relate to each other. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PLEASE TURN OVER 
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5. What percentage of your average literacy lesson time is spent on: 
 
_______  Teacher demonstration/explicit teaching 
_______  Students engaged in oral discussion (with or without adult) 
_______  Students doing independent work 
_______  Students doing small group work 
_______  Plenary session 
_______  Other (please elaborate) 
 
 
 
 
 
6. Briefly explain why your structure looks like this. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7. List some strategies your students use to read: 
 
Independently 
 
 
 
 
 
With assistance 
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PALL Plus – Education Assistant Survey  
This survey is to gain some idea of the different roles you play in your position as an 
Education Assistant. We will ask you to complete it again at the end of the year.  
 
Year level(s) you support this year:_____________________ 
 
I am directly involved in the PALL Plus literacy intervention this year Yes  No 
 
 
1. Please tick any of the following that you do regularly as an EA: 
 
__________Listen to children read  
__________Work with individual child on a special program 
__________Work with small group  
__________Provide in-class support at direction of teacher 
__________Attend staff meetings 
__________Attend year level meetings 
__________Attend meetings about individual children’s progress 
__________Prepare teaching materials/set up learning activities/photocopy 
__________Other (please list) 
_______________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________ 
 
2.  What do you believe is the most important part of your job as an Education 
Assistant? Why? 
 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
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PHOTO REMOVED FOR PRIVACY REASONS
SCHOOL CONTEXT 
 is located approximately 10km north of Perth.  has an ICSEA 
value of 869. The school has a rich cultural diversity with 22% Indigenous students and 42% 
students with English as a Second Language- majority of these students come from an African 
decent.  
 has 241 students enrolled from Kindergarten through to Year 7. In each year level, 
 has a core stable cohort along with transient students who join our school briefly or 
have poor attendance rates.  
 students come from a low socio economic background. The school provides many 
necessities which include and are not limited to stationery, reading books and food to ensure 
that students have the best opportunity to learn. Many families rely on the Breakfast Club 
service provided to families before school to ensure that their child/ren have been fed at the 
start of the school day. Staff also provides emergency lunches to many children throughout the 
week.  
In recent years  has had additional Federal funding to offer 3 days of kindergarten a 
week and one morning a week the Kindergarten teacher runs a ‘3 year old’ program to expose 
families and children to oral language and early literacy experiences. Many children have 
gained from the earlier exposure to formal education and in many cases the first introduction to 
the English language. However, there are many children who arrive to our school having not 
benefited from the early intervention and come to  speaking limited, basic English 
and have had little to no reading experiences.  
 staff are committed to providing the best education possible through comprehensive 
programs that utilise support from specialist staff. The school runs specialist Science, Physical 
Education, ICT and Music programs. It also has specialist support staff: Aboriginal Islander 
Education Officer, English as a Second Language Teacher and Education Assistant, Aboriginal 
Tutorial Assistance Scheme Teacher, School Chaplain and School Psychologist. Education 
Assistants have been trained in specialist areas such as the successful Phonological 
Awareness program that is run in the junior areas.  
RATIONALE FOR THE INTERVENTION 
In 2013 three staff 
 were committed to the PALL Plus 
project. 2013 was spent educating the leaders at our school by developing an understanding of 
the Big 6 and how it can be used to improve literacy standards across the whole school. In 
2013 our school leaders analysed the Literacy Practices Guide and implemented it at 
P.S. This was done by offering professional development to understand the document and 
partnering staff to walk through each other’s class and offer feedback based on the document. 
Staff agreed to use the Literacy Practices Guide as a point of discussion in formal Performance 
Management meetings.  
 A focus on data collection and analysis had also begun which helped formulate an intervention 
based on the big 6. It was around this time that  transferred to another school and
became acting Principal for the duration of the year.  
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Prior to 2013 various assessment pieces were used for data collection which were compiled 
together in a ‘connect file’ for each individual child which was then passed on to their next 
teacher. This information was useful for the junior primary staff, where the assessment tasks 
were targeted. The PALL Plus project highlighted that we needed to overhaul the assessment 
tasks to provide longitudinal data across the whole school. After analysing the past few years of 
NAPLAN data, the data revealed that a significant number of students were performing below 
their chronological age. The data also showed that students were plateauing and even 
descending in years 4 / 5 before results picked up again in upper primary.  It was apparent that 
there were holes in our reading program, particularly comprehension of inferential and 
evaluative style questions. The PAT-R assessment was administered to students in years 3 – 7 
to provide further data. The PAT-R assessment highlighted what we had already concluded, 
that comprehension was an area needing further development.  
After analysing the data, decisions were made to focus on the 2014, year 4 cohort for the 
intervention. Their data in 2013 was particularly poor in reading comprehension. It was also 
thought focusing on one cohort would be a manageable intervention that could then be rolled 
out to the whole school in 2015, if successful.  
 
In 2014 we had a change of Principal, , while  and  resumed their 
positions from 2013.  collaborated closely with the two year four teachers, working 
through the intervention. This essentially was implementing explicit teaching strategies to build 
student understanding and competency in reading comprehension.  was also reviewing 
reading practices to understand the teaching and learning approaches that were being used 
across the rest of the school.   
 
 
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE INTERVENTION 
1. Data Gathering and Analysis 
Data was gathered to inform two major aspects of the intervention. The first was to understand 
staff practices and competency levels in teaching reading comprehension. This was collected 
through a staff survey (see Appendix A.), where everyone was provided the opportunity to 
answer the survey. The data was validated by the Literacy Practices Guide. Staff were invited 
to complete the guide through self-reflection. Staff then partnered up with a ‘buddy’ teacher 
where they observed one aspect of the Literacy Practices Guide and provided informal 
feedback for each other. This was then followed up by an observation and discussion with 
admin regarding areas of strength and areas needing further development in the teaching of 
comprehension.   
Secondly, students from Year 1 through to Year 7 were assessed using the York Assessment 
of Reading Comprehension (YARC) assessment or Alphacheck (for the junior years / remedial 
students). The YARC assessment was agreed to be used amongst all schools involved in the 
PALL Plus project who were focusing on comprehension, to provide a common assessment 
amongst the schools.  
Data from these sources were analysed through a process of disciplined dialogue, informing 
the school and individual teachers of pathways forward. 
 
2. Establishment of an Explicit Approach 
The phrase ‘Explicit Teaching Model’ had been used frequently around the staff room, but it 
was apparent after the staff surveys, that everyone had a different interpretation on what this 
meant. It was vital that the staff involved in the intervention understood what explicit teaching 
looked like so that they could implement it in their own classrooms. The Literacy Coordinator  
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 held regular meetings with the teacher’s involved in the intervention discussing explicit 
teaching and then modelled lessons with one of the teacher’s class.  
 
The year 4 classes used two reading programs; Making Connections and Springboard into 
Comprehension. The two programs complement each other as both programs are structured 
so that students take increasing control of their reading as they move through each section of 
the program. When introducing the skill, the teacher is in control, explicitly teaching. Students 
then practise the skill, where there is shared control between the teacher and students. Finally, 
students are applying the skill where the students are in control, independently demonstrating 
their understanding.  
 
In conjunction to using Making Connections and Springboard into Comprehension programs 
planned a daily exercise routine where the teachers led comprehension-building 
activities that incorporated the rational of the Big 6. The daily routine lasted 15minutes 
reinforcing all areas of reading to help build on their comprehension skills. The daily routines 
focused on the following skills: decoding, vocabulary, phonics, text form knowledge and 
fluency. Below is an email from one of the intervention teachers:  
 
Just wanted to say I have done my first lesson using the Springboard Program and it was 
fantastic!  The kids were really engaged, after the initial “we have read this” and the thinking it 
looked too easy they all wanted to have a go at reading a page each to the class. They were 
able to identify that they were substituting words, not reading with expression and not using the 
grammar correctly.  We then read it again with the kids trying to outdo each other using 
expression and the grammar correctly and then the class giving constructive criticism to each 
other.   I have been trying to introduce this for ages but hasn’t been working, but this lesson is 
perfect for it! The lesson went for longer than anticipated but mainly due to the amount of 
enthusiasm from the kids, even  (very reluctant student, particularly when it comes to 
reading) volunteered to read a page! 
  
Thanks 
  
. 
 
 
3. Professional Learning 
Over the two-year period staff were provided Professional Learning for the Big 6 (presented by 
Deslea Konza), Literacy Practices Guide and Making Connections. Staff were also involved in 
regular collaborative meetings where they were updated on the direction of literacy at  
P.S. and provided input in the planning and priorities of the school, by analysing data collected 
and having regular disciplined dialogues.  
 
4. Monitoring the Intervention 
 ensured that there were regular meetings with the year 4 staff directly involved in the 
intervention. During these meetings disciplined dialogue took place to endeavour to keep the 
intervention on track, implementing sequential learning experiences and providing strategies 
and skills to enhance teacher knowledge. These meetings were invaluable as they ensured an 
open line of communication to clarify the practices and intent of the intervention.  
reviewed teaching practices by sitting in on lessons taught by the intervention staff and 
provided feedback based around the Literacy Practices Guide.  
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DATA COLLECTION AND RESULTS 
 
A number of data sources were employed to inform this report.  These included:- 
 
Student Learning/Classroom Practice 
1.  A pre and post survey was used to find out teachers and assistants’ perceptions of 
their work in the literacy classroom. The survey asked them to quantify, on a scale of 1 
to 10, how well they felt they had achieved the purposes and to make a comment 
following each question if they wished.  The questions covered a range of areas 
including; 
 Definition of explicit teaching highlighting understanding and implementation in the 
classroom.  
 Recall of the ‘Big 6’ and demonstrate an understanding of how they relate to each 
other.  
 Defining class averages (below, at and above national benchmark) and 
highlighting importance of evidence based statements.  
 Defining on average how much teaching time in a literacy session is spent on 
explicit teaching, oral discussion, independent work, plenary sessions and/or other 
methods. 
 Demonstrating how a Making Connections lesson would be implemented.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
*Separate surveys were deployed for teachers and assistants and all staff members 
completed them, regardless of work fractions.) 
 
2. The survey was collated and then followed up by a focus group interview that sought to 
examine, in greater depth, selected aspects of the survey, particularly those that 
indicated strong commonality or strong differentiation.  The interview probed staff 
members’ perception of why these changes were evident.  There were 5 follow-up 
questions (see below). 
 
3. The Literacy Practices Guide was also used as a ‘pre’ and ‘post’ measure to ascertain 
teacher perception of specific aspects of this. 
 
 
Above the chart highlights the average comparisons of teacher responses in the pre and 
post survey. In all areas teacher confidence and proficiency in understanding and 
implementing literacy practices at  has improved. The intervention 
provided a framework for staff to audit literacy practices taking place at   
School and discuss the value and purpose of these. Over the course of the intervention 
many discussions were held to clearly define the direction  was heading. It is 
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clear within these results that the whole staff were on board with the overhaul of literacy 
practices and were keen to up skill and collaborate with one another.  
 
Student Achievement 
Student achievement was assessed through the ‘pre’ and ‘post’ use of the 
‘YARC’ and ‘Alphacheck’ assessments provided through the project.  In addition, the 
school used data gained from its ongoing check-ups in the Making Connections 
program.  
 
 
The above data compares the pre and post data collected from the YARC assessment with 
selected year 4 students. Staff were very pleased the results, seeing the growth made in every 
child’s comprehension rate. Taking KA as the shining example, where 3years 8months growth 
was added to her education over the course of the intervention. KA is now sitting above her 
chronological age expectations after starting 1 year 4 months below it!  
The YARC assessment has provided quantitative data to track student achievement over the 
year. It has also provided qualitative information about the strategies that our children are using 
when reading, and hence enabled us to specifically identify problems. These problem areas 
were targeted with the year 4 cohort in 2014 and will be used as focus areas where needed in 
2015.  
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The above table tracks a year 4 student ‘JK’ with his pre and post data using the Alphacheck 
assessment. JK was remedial at the beginning of the year, being the only year 4 needing to sit 
this assessment. JK made significant improvements over the year as indicated in the table. JK 
was heavily involved in the intervention but also participated in the schools Phonological 
Awareness (PA) program. The teachers involved in the program and the Literacy Coordinator 
held in depth conversations about JK discussing his progress over the year. The conclusion 
drawn was that the intervention has been successful, but it also needed the support of the 
explicit PA program to support new students to our school who have not been exposed to the 
skills prior and/ or remedial students.  
 
 
 
CONCLUSIONS FROM INVOLVEMENT IN THE PROJECT AND FUTURE PLANS 
 
Recommendations for the future 
The qualitative data collected via staff surveys and conversations derived from the Literacy 
Practices Guide highlighted that every class had a different way of teaching reading 
comprehension. Starting in 2015 the school has planned a whole school approach to teaching 
comprehension skills explicitly. Students will be exposed to common language and there will be 
sequential progression in the skills exposed and the difficulty of the reading texts. The school 
has committed an initial $12,000.00 to reading materials to ensure that all staff and students 
have access to the resources recommended in our whole school plans.  
 
Below is a snapshot of the whole school reading programs that will be used as of 2015.  
 
Kindergarten 
 Oral comprehension questions based around big books using the first four skills of 
Making Connections (MC) and Springboard into Comprehension (SiC). Introduce 
Connect Foundation level 1 using listening posts to read along to the books in small 
guided groups.  
 
Pre-Primary – Year 1  
 Semester 1: Connect Series 
 Semester 2: To be reviewed at the end of Semester 1 either move onto Making 
Connections or Springboard into Connection. 
 
Year 2 – 6 
  Semester 1- Making Connections.  
 Semester 2 – Springboard into Comprehension.  
Making Connections and Springboard into Comprehension relate really well and will help equip 
teachers with the resources to comprehensively teach reading comprehension. 
 
 
 
Data Collection 
Commencing in 2015 students in years 2 – 6 will sit the PAT-Reading assessment twice a year 
to track student knowledge, value added throughout the year and teacher performance. The 
data will be collated and analysed for all classes by the admin and then presented to staff to 
highlight areas of concern and celebrate areas of strength. Admin have agreed to continue 
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using PAT-Reading over the upcoming years to provide longitudinal data for the school to track 
performance and guide future direction and priorities for the school.  
 
Students in Pre-Primary – year two will be assessed using the Department’s On Entry 
assessment. The data collected will help track individual performances and provide longitudinal 
data for the school to analyse.  
 
2015 NAPLAN 
The 2014 year 4 intervention cohort will be sitting the NAPLAN assessment in 2015. Staff will 
be keen to analyse results to see if the intervention provided significant value to the stable 
cohort.  
 
OVERALL COMMENT  
 
Being involved in the PALL Plus project has provided myself with the knowledge and 
confidence to lead Literacy at our school in a proactive manner. I have the skills to look at what 
the data is showing and make decisions about the direction the school is making by leading 
disciplined dialogue with colleagues. I appreciated the opportunity to lead the intervention and 
feel that  is on track to making improved changes to better not only our reading 
comprehension rates, but English as a whole.  
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APPENDIX A 
 
Pseudonym (e.g. pet’s name):       Date:  
 
PALL Plus - Teacher Survey of Literacy Practice 
This survey is to gain some idea of teachers’ current literacy understanding and 
classroom practice. We will ask you to complete it again at the end of the year.  
 
Year level(s) you teach this year:_____________________ 
 
I am directly involved in the PALL Plus literacy intervention this year Yes  No 
 
 
1. What do you think ‘explicit teaching’ means? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Think about if, or how, you incorporate explicit teaching into your typical 
lesson structure. On the line below, circle the number that reflects the extent to 
which you use explicit teaching, with 1 being not at all, and 10 being all the time. 
 
1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9   10 
 
 
3. What are the ‘Big Six’ elements of reading? 
 1. 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. 
 5. 
 6. 
 
4. Please write a sentence or two about how these six elements relate to each 
other. 
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5. What percentage of your average literacy lesson time is spent on: 
 
_______  Teacher demonstration/explicit teaching 
_______  Students engaged in oral discussion (with or without adult) 
_______  Students doing independent work 
_______  Students doing small group work 
_______  Plenary session 
_______  Other (please elaborate) 
 
 
6. Briefly explain why your structure looks like this. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7. List some strategies your students use to read: 
Independently 
 
 
 
 
 
With assistance 
 
 
 
 
8. What percentage of your class comprehends what they read? 
 
__________ Below national benchmark. 
 
_________  At national benchmark. 
 
_________ Above national benchmark. 
 
 
9. What evidence supports this? 
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10. What strategies do your students use to read: 
Independently:  
 
 
 
 
With assistance:  
 
 
 
 
11. What percentage of your class can comprehend: 
 
_________  Literal information? 
_________  Inferential information? 
_________  Evaluative information? 
 
 
12. What evidence do you have to support these figures? 
 
 
 
 
 
13. Please list the resources you use in your classroom to target 
comprehension. 
 
 
 
 
 
14. How often do you use Making Connections in your class?  
Circle where you are at the moment with 1 being never and 10 being daily. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
 
15. How would you implement one Making Connections unit (eg. Main idea)?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
16. Scenario: 
A female year 3 student reads independently and fluently. She is competent 
answering questions about the text she has read, when asked orally. When it 
comes to independently writing her ideas down, she is unable to do so.  
  
What would you do to help this student? 
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17. Please provide any further comments or feedback you may have 
regarding literacy at .  
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SCHOOL CONTEXT 
….is situated in the City of ….. within the Perth metropolitan area. The school has a socio economic index of 
93.68 and an Index of Community Socio Educational Advantage value of 935. The school has a current 
enrolment of 450 students from Kindergarten to Year 7.  37 children are Aboriginal (8.2%). There are 30 
different nationalities represented at the school, including 105 children with English as a second language. 
The transition rate was 30%. 
….. shares its campus with ….. and the organisation and operations of the two schools are inclusive where 
practical and beneficial. 
The academic program includes a Literacy and Numeracy Block, Positive Behaviour Support and specialised 
areas of Music, History/Library/Physical Education and Italian for juniors or Environmental Education for 
seniors. The school has well developed programs for students deemed at risk, whether socially, emotionally, 
physically or academically. Outside agencies are constantly used to help provide for student and family 
needs. Staff have a broad range of experience and skills and are committed to a moral purpose of 
improvement. 
The school participated in the Literacy and Numeracy National Partnership (LNNP) program in 2012 and 
2013. Through this, the school Operational Plan was overhauled so that consistent whole school strategies, 
assessment and expectations were in place.  
RATIONALE FOR INTERVENTION 
Through LNNP, there had been an effort to improve comprehension of the students, through facilitating 
teacher peer observation with a focus on teaching behaviour and NAPLAN identified target group of 
students in each class. As a result of staff’s improved understanding of The Big Six and through a ‘disciplined 
dialogue’ of data, teachers indicated that phonological awareness in Kindergarten to Year 2 and 
comprehension in Years 3 to 7, were the main barriers to student literacy development.  
As part of Whole School Assessment Schedule, Kindergarten to Year 2 children were assessed for their 
knowledge of letters and sounds, and their ability to read Salisbury Sight Words. In Term 4, 2013, 
Kindergarten student’s knowledge of letters and sounds was at 32% and Pre-Primary at 78%.  71% of Pre-
primary students could read 15 sight words, 72 % of Year 1 students could read 100 sight words, 70% of Year 
2 students could read 200 sight words. 51% of Pre-Primary students were independently reading at a 
satisfactory level. 41% of Year 1 and 37% of Year 2 students were reading at a satisfactory level. There was 
concern expressed that these levels were not on track for the children to be able to read independently at 
their appropriate year level. 
A Literacy Survey was conducted in 2013 to determine teachers’ opinions on the barriers for students’ 
literacy development.  It also asked teachers to pinpoint areas of weakness within those barriers. The 
consensus was clearly phonological awareness difficulties in early years, impacting comprehension in later 
years. 
 It was decided that an intervention for Kindergarten to Year 2 would improve their phonological awareness 
and letter sound relationship knowledge and flow on to improve comprehension in later years. It is 
envisaged that the intervention would continue over a long term and its impact be cumulative. 
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PURPOSE OF THE INTERVENTION 
The intervention was planned and implemented to  
a) Develop instructional practices to include a Synthetic Phonic approach in Pre-Primary to Year 3 
classrooms and a structured spelling program for middle years. 
b) Provide a syllabus to assist teachers to organise an appropriate sequence for learning letters and 
sounds 
To fulfil these purposes, the school undertook a number of initiatives 
a) Strategies within the Whole School Operational Plan were revisited at staff meetings to encourage 
the use of Literacy Blocks, explicit teaching and a lesson design approach 
b) Diagnostic assessments were administered using SPAT-R, Alphacheck and YORK 
c) Consolidate teacher’s knowledge of ‘The Big Six’ 
d) Increase teacher and EA knowledge of Synthetic Phonics through professional learning 
e) Introduce the Synthetic Phonics Scope and Sequence through professional learning 
f) Teachers in Pre-Primary to Year 3 to implement an explicit, structured Synthetic Phonics program 
g) Teachers in Years 4 to 5 to implement a structured spelling program, closely aligned with the 
Synthetic Phonic approach 
h) EAs to implement Synthetic Phonics for the Wave 2 students (those requiring further intervention) in 
small groups. 
i) Purchase and laminating of Letter and Sounds resourcing to support a Synthetic Phonics approach in 
Junior Primary 
j) Purchase of individual whiteboards, markers and magnetic letters to support a Synthetic Phonics 
approach 
k) Purchase of ‘A Sound Way’ teacher’s reference books, Pre-Primary to Year 6 
l) Professional learning regarding Synthetic Phonics and spelling strategies provided to the whole staff 
by a small group of teachers   
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE INTERVENTION 
1. Data Collection and Analysis 
Staff 
The Literacy Practices Guide had been used by teachers during the LNNP intervention in 2013, to self-reflect 
on their teaching and as a focus in peer observations. This formed the basis for improving teaching practice 
with a focus on student’s areas of weakness, indicated by NAPLAN data.  
In 2014, staff surveys were conducted pre and post intervention to indicate understanding of literacy and 
classroom practice. This survey was conducted to find out changes and/or improvements in teacher’s 
understanding and implementation of explicit teaching, ‘The Big Six’ and literacy lesson structure.  
After professional learning and three months to trial the approach, Pre-Primary to Year 3 teachers were 
surveyed to find their 
• use of the scope and sequence 
• ability to cope with 4 sounds per week 
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• current process for phonics/spelling 
• beliefs about Synthetic Phonics as a process 
This insight into the opinions and views currently held was used to modify the intervention and lead to the 
Professional Learning focus on the Staff Development Day in Term 4, 2014. 
Education Assistants were also surveyed pre and post intervention to ascertain their roles in the classroom 
and their beliefs about the most significant parts of their role. 
In October, 2014, after the Synthetic Phonics professional learning session, all staff were asked to give an 
assessment of the ‘Positives’ and ‘Barriers’ that they perceived for the synthetic phonic process. This 
information was used to guide further whole school planning to address issues. 
Students 
Assessments were conducted pre and post intervention in February and November, 2014. All students from 
Pre-Primary to Year 2 were assessed through the Sutherland Phonological Awareness Tests – Revised. 
Teachers also analysed On-Entry data to evaluate student’s abilities in Literacy. Years 1 to 3 students were 
also assessed with the Alphacheck.  Six students from each class (2 high, 2 average and 2 low achievers) in 
Years 4 to 7 were assessed using the YORK Comprehension test.  
2. Professional Learning 
Through LNNP in 2013, teachers met in phase of learning groups to focus on Comprehension and The Big Six. 
Associate Professor Deslea Konza presented to the staff twice and further professional learning was 
provided through staff meetings and small collaborative groups. In 2014, Dr Leanne Fried provided 
professional learning to the teachers and EAs on Synthetic Phonics and demonstrated Synthetic Phonics 
lessons to junior and middle primary teachers. These demonstrations were followed by collaborative 
discussions (in DOTT) with Leanne, which appeared extremely effective in modifying teacher’s ideas.  
 Whole school professional learning on the School Development Day in Term 4, 2014 was presented by a 
group of teachers who had examined Synthetic Phonics in depth. This provided opportunity for teachers to 
investigate Synthetic Phonics and powerfully recommend the strategy from their own experiences.  
3. Intervention 
Pre-Primary to Year 3 teachers were requested to trial the Synthetic Phonics approach at least 3 days per 
week, using the Scope and Sequence and the resources purchased. Year 4 and 5 teachers were requested to 
experiment with the Synthetic Phonic approach to ascertain how appropriate it was for the older children 
and investigate any modifications (possibly more analytic) that might be necessary. Education Assistants, 
under the guidance of the teachers, were requested to use a Synthetic Phonic approach in supporting 
learning of small groups of children in Literacy acquisition.   
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DATA COLLECTION AND RESULTS 
Staff 
A Teacher Survey of Literacy Practice was used to ascertain literacy understanding and classroom practice. 
Questions included  
• Describing explicit teaching 
• Naming the elements of the Big Six 
• Describing how the elements relate to each other 
• Describing and explaining the structure of their literacy lessons 
• Listing independent and assisted reading strategies 
The Literacy and Classroom Practice survey results were as follows: 
 Definition of 
Explicit 
teaching 
Explicit 
teaching in 
lesson 
structure 
Knowledge of 
‘The Big Six’ 
Understanding 
of ‘The Big Six’ 
Structure of 
Literacy 
lessons 
Pre-
Intervention 
 
71% improved 
their 
definition of 
explicit 
teaching 
71% had more 
explicit 
teaching in 
their lessons 
100% accurate 85% 
demonstrated 
adequate 
understanding 
in both surveys. 
57% modified 
structure. 
14% modified 
well.  
28% did not 
modify 
structure. 
Post 
Intervention 
100% accurate 
 
These results indicate an excellent knowledge of ‘The Big Six’ elements and a good understanding of how 
they relate to each other.  Some improvement in teacher’s knowledge of explicit teaching is evident, 
although as this strategy is integral to improvement, it would have been better to have a more 
comprehensive understanding demonstrated. 
The structure of the Literacy lessons is a cause for concern. A third of teachers making no modifications to 
the structure of their lessons, although honest, indicates there is some room for movement with regard to 
teacher’s beliefs and actions. 
 
In August, a survey of P-3 teachers was conducted to investigate teacher’s current views and practices 
regarding the strategy they had been asked to implement as the intervention, which was Synthetic Phonics. 
Teachers were asked to describe 
• their rate and sequence of teaching sounds (and this was compared with the recommended rate of 
3 to 4 sounds per week) 
• the process they used for teaching phonics/spelling 
• the views of the process 
Five of the eight P – 3 teachers returned their surveys.  
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Two Pre-Primary teachers were following the order and the rate recommended in the Synthetic Phonics (SP) 
process. The other teachers were unable to do 3 – 4 sounds per week and one teacher was doing final 
blends (nd, nt) which are not part of the SP sequence. 
The two Pre-Primary teachers described the SP process clearly as the strategy they were using in their 
classrooms: D1 – 3 – 4 sessions, D2 – 5 sessions per week.  Two teachers referred to traditional spelling 
activities: spelling words in Mastery Folders, 3 ability groups, dictation etc. and one teacher mentioned the 
TOPS programming tool (devised by the Teacher’s union) and Reading Eggs (interactive computer activity). 
The two Pre-Primary teachers were complimentary of the SP process, describing it as clear, easy to follow 
and appropriate for early years. Another teacher agreed the sequence of sounds were easy to follow, but 
was concerned that weak students were not understanding. One teacher appeared confused with matching 
appropriate spelling lists or sounds to cover and how to include ‘personal’ words. One teacher said the SP 
process took too long. 
Education Assistants were surveyed in March and November regarding their roles within the classroom. All 
assistants from PP to Year 6/7 were engaged in a variety of roles including listening to children read, working 
with individuals and small groups, attending meetings, preparation of materials and supporting the teacher 
in the room. The Kindergarten assistants showed less involvement in the meetings and working with 
individual students, but were engaged in all other duties. Education assistants described providing a safe, 
supportive environment for the children especially through open communication and supporting the teacher 
as the most important parts of their roles. This survey, although interesting, was not particularly helpful as it 
did not capture the impact of the Synthetic Phonic initiative. 
After Professional Learning regarding Synthetic Phonics at a School Development Day in October, all staff 
were asked to feedback their beliefs about the Positives and Barriers for Synthetic Phonics.  Results 
(collated) are as follows: 
Positives Barriers 
Explicit, clear, easy to understand 
Scope and sequence is clear 
Great routine 
Short and sharp, engaging 
Games approach, interactive 
More visual than analytic 
Gives children strategies to spell and read 
unfamiliar words 
Children enjoy using whiteboards 
Consistency for staff, year levels, school leading 
to confidence 
Requiring few resources 
Able to integrate into other subjects 
Links in spelling, reading and writing 
Assists children on IEPs 
Caters for diversity, easily differentiated 
Bridges gaps 
Quick results 
Includes Kindergarten students 
Students with hearing difficulties 
ESL children 
Behaviour issues 
Upper years have difficulty relating to SP 
Finding the right balance between synthetic and 
analytic 
Deciding where to start 
Monitoring progress 
Difficult to extend children 
In uppers years, spelling levels are wide. Split 
classes even wider 
Time limits 
Time needed for planning when sharing a class 
Ensuring balance with oral language and 
vocabulary experiences 
Ensuring correct delivery of SP 
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It was evident that, although they had just completed the Professional Learning, staff demonstrated a wide 
range of understanding of the Synthetic Phonics (SP) process. Staff that were utilizing the process in their 
classrooms regularly had positive feedback and appropriate concerns regarding barriers. Some staff, not yet 
using SP, believed that students with hearing difficulties, an ESL background or behaviour issues would 
impact SP. This belief was inaccurate as proven by an anecdotal report from a teacher, Terri, who started 
using SP in Term 4. 
“I have been using a synthetic approach to my phonics lessons this term and have seen amazing progress 
especially with my weaker students. “  She continues, 
“My students have responded positively and are always enthusiastic towards the lessons. They are highly 
predictable, which the children enjoy and respond best to. My students on IEPs and GEPs have responded 
most favourably to this approach. They have all gained confidence and enjoyed participating and succeeding 
with the whole class. In fact, they have often been the first ones to produce the answers and write the correct 
words from memory. After just a few lessons, I saw an improvement in the personal writing and spelling.  
One of my students is hearing impaired. She has benefited greatly from the SP lessons as they are so 
interactive and visual. Her spelling has improved dramatically.” 
Some of the concerns staff expressed were organisational in nature, regarding time, planning, where to start 
and monitoring progress. Alternatives to solve these issues have been discussed at the further professional 
learning undertaken on School Development Days. Teachers have been encouraged to use a Words Their 
Way diagnostic assessment to find the spelling ability of their students, group the children and choose an 
appropriate level from within the ECU Phonic Scope and Sequence to begin with.  
Student Achievement 
Results of the SPAT-R and Alphacheck were as follows:      
   
Class 
To
ta
l SPAT-R  
Improvement To
ta
l Non-Word  
Improvement To
ta
l Alphacheck  
Improvement 
D3 – PP 18 17 1 4 4    
D2 – 
P/1 
21 21  21 21 6 6/6 improved, 5/6 
excellent 
D1 – 
P/1 
23 21  2 23 19  4 6 6/6 improved, 5/6 
excellent 
A2 – Yr 
1 
18 7  11 18 3  15 6 2  4 
A5 – Yr 
1/2 
21 11  10 21 13 8 6 4  2 
A4 – Yr 
2 
21 10  11 21 9 12 6 4  2 
A6 – Yr 
2 
21 10 11 21 14 7 6 3  3 
 
 
KEY: Improved               
Deteriorated     
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Results of the YORK Reading Assessment were as follows: 
Class Accuracy  
Improvement 
Rate 
Improvement 
Comprehension 
Improvement 
Comments 
B3 – Yr 3/4 4/6  3/6  2/6  3/6 improved Alphacheck Scores. 3 
decreased compn, 2 to below their 
chrn age. All comprehension below 
the 50th percentile. 
C5 – Yr3/4 5/5  2/5  2/5  5/5 improved Alphacheck Scores. 3 
decreased comp, markedly. All 
comprehension scores below 50th 
percentile. 
C6 – 
Yr3/4/5 
8/8  6/8  1/8  6/6 improved Alphacheck Scores. 
All comprehension percentile 
results decreased. 6/8 below 50th 
percentile. 
B1 – Yr 4/5 3/5  5/5  1/5  All comprehension results were 
below chr age and below 50th 
percentile. 
B2 – Yr 5 4/4  4/4  1/4  All comprehension results were 
below chr age and below the 25th 
percentile. 
C1 – Yr 6/7 4/6  1/6  2/6  1 of 6 had comprehension results 
higher then chr age. That child at 
the 70th percentile. All others 
below the 15th percentile. 
C2 – Yr 6/7  4/6  0/6  
All slowed in 
rate. 
2/6 1 of 6 had comprehension higher 
than chr age (at the 90th 
percentile). One child at 44th 
percentile. All others below 15th 
percentile.  
C3 –Yr 6/7  3/6  3/6  3/6  All chn’ s comprehension scores 
were more than 2 yrs below chr 
age and below the 20th percentile. 
C4 – Yr 6/7 4/6  0/6  
All slowed in 
rate. 
4/6  All comprehension scores more 
than 2 yrs below chr age, 1 in the 
33rd percentile. The rest below 12th 
pcntle. 
Totals 
Increased 
skill 
39/52 (75%) 21/52 (40%) 18/52 (34%) 48/52 (or 92%) were BELOW the 
50th percentile.  
4 chn above 50th percentile. 
 
Discussion of results 
Expectations were that students would show some progress in nine months of schooling, so the general 
deterioration of skills was surprising and very concerning. Pre-Primary teachers showed the greatest 
improvement, both in Phonological Awareness, Non-Word skills and Alphacheck. Interestingly, this correlates 
with the intensity of the SP process in their classrooms. Other junior primary teachers had poorer results 
with half the students in each class making no progress or decreasing their knowledge of phonics and non-
word skills over 9 months. A2 was particularly concerning as only 7 children progressed in this Year 1 class.  
APPENDIX N
91
8 
 
The results of the YORK indicate the concern expressed in Term 4, 2013 that the students were not ‘on 
track’, was valid. Children’s improvement in their reading accuracy showed the best results with 75% 
progressing. 40 % of students showed progress with their rate, with the biggest impact in the Year 5 group. 
The most concerning result was the comprehension where 34% of children progressed over 9 months, by 
improving their understanding of texts read. This was also compounded by their percentile scores. From 
Years 3 -7, only 4 students scored above the 50th percentile. Considering teachers had identified 2 lowest, 
middle and highest achieving students, this data indicates that, with just a few exceptions, the highest 
achieving students at ….. PS were below the 50th percentile against Australian standards. Apart from 3 
children in Year 6/7, all others scored below the 20th percentile. 
As teachers had been requested only to trial the SP process, many felt they had the option to continue 
current practice. The Pre-Primary teachers were the only ones who implemented SP from the beginning of 
the year. Other junior primary teachers began in late Term 3 to varying degrees.  
Only 2 of the middle and upper year level teachers began using the SP process in Term 4, 2014. There was 
confusion as to how to correlate the existing Spelling program with the SP process. Many of the upper 
primary teachers continued with their current Literacy practices.  
Again, these results, especially for comprehension, were unexpected and quite disturbing. This led to intense 
discussion by administration, teachers and all staff as to strategies to address the problem.  
CONCLUSION 
Evidence gathered indicates a number of positive changes to classroom practice and student achievement. 
These include: 
• higher student achievement in Pre-Primary 
• frequent discussion about effective literacy practices 
• more effective professional development through whole school, small group and individual sessions 
• a stronger bank of evidence for students, that was the basis for Disciplined Dialogue 
• involvement of the Education Assistants in the assessment, teaching and planning processes 
• a decision to have consistent phonic strategy throughout the school, that is SP 
• evidence of low achievement and progress has become a powerful tool for change and led to strong 
discussion of how to solve the problem 
• evidence of SP being used well in certain classrooms, with the corresponding high results has 
demonstrated clearly at this school, what research has indicated, that SP is the most effective 
strategy to improve literacy achievement 
There are some aspects that require further development.  
• Quality classroom practices are not yet fully embedded. Teachers have varying degrees of skill in 
delivering SP; some have confusion regarding the process. Middle and upper primary teachers are 
focussing more on ‘Spelling’ than SP. 
• A focus on comprehension is necessary. Research and discussion need to continue to ascertain the 
most effective strategies to address improving comprehension for all students. 
• An efficient way of monitoring progress needs to be generated and implemented, so that teaching 
can be adjusted accordingly. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
The focus for improvement is on quality classroom practice that is rigorous and intense. The intervention 
had been presented as optional. With the evidence analysed, …… PS is now committed to a consistent 
Synthetic Phonics approach and guided reading to focus on improving comprehension.  Teachers are now 
directed to utilize the Synthetic Phonics process with fidelity throughout the school. Any confusion or lack of 
understanding about the process is to be addressed through individual interviews. Through staff meetings 
and Phase of Learning Team meetings, staff will be expected to have: 
• More frequent discussions about effective Literacy practices 
• More consistency with Literacy strategies, including Synthetic Phonics and guided reading 
• Reading comprehension every day in every classroom 
• Frequent and consistent monitoring at the class level, supporting the plan, teach, assess cycle 
The accountability for these expectations will be through observation of effective practice in the classroom 
by peers and administration. Use of the Literacy Practices Guide, a checklist of the Synthetic Phonic process, 
self-reflection of teaching practice will form the criteria for assessment. Data from monitoring progress will 
be entered onto the Shared Drive, analysed and discussed.  …… PS is now using the student assessment tools 
(SPAT-R, Alphacheck, YORK) as part of the whole school assessment schedule. The initial assessments are 
already underway, with a view of seeing appropriate progress in 2015.  
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Alphacheck Recording Form 
 
Student name ______________________    DOB   _______________    Date  ___________ 
 
Letter(s) s a t p i n m d g o c k e u r h b f 
Name                   
Sound                   
 
 
                  
Letter(s) l j v w x y z q ff ll ss zz ck ch sh th wh ph 
Name                   
Sound                   
 
 
 
up 
 
  
best 
  
chin 
  
Pete 
  
stain 
  
care 
  
sundress 
  
was 
  
nef 
 
 
yes 
 
  
grin 
  
rash 
  
size 
  
fly 
  
sir 
  
picnic 
  
castle 
  
stup 
 
 
jet 
 
  
flag 
  
thick 
  
late 
  
tied 
  
surf 
  
umbrella 
  
their 
  
lith 
 
 
ran 
 
  
hump 
  
graph 
  
cube 
  
way 
  
park 
  
quicksand 
  
should 
  
pabe 
 
 
cut 
 
  
trip 
  
hitch 
  
bone 
  
toe 
  
deer 
  
backpack 
  
gnome 
  
leam 
 
 
kid 
 
  
spell 
  
shut 
  
mule 
  
seal 
  
hair 
  
endless 
  
wring 
  
garl 
 
 
bed 
 
  
blink 
  
bath 
  
home 
  
bowl 
  
term 
  
lunchbox 
  
said 
  
ched 
 
 
map 
 
  
swim 
 
  
whip 
  
tide 
  
green 
  
born 
  
blastoff 
  
know 
  
quird 
 
 
dig 
 
  
melt 
  
inch 
  
age 
  
soap 
  
pear 
  
uphill 
  
nature 
  
zumgiv 
 
 
 
fox 
 
  
tent 
  
then 
  
eve 
  
aid 
  
art 
  
chopstick 
  
lamb 
  
nixwok 
 
 
VC 
CVC 
 
 
Consonant 
blends  
 
Consonant 
digraphs/ 
trigraph 
 
Long vowels: 
silent e 
 
Long vowel 
graphemes 
 
Vowel/con
sonant 
digraphs/ 
trigraphs 
 
Multisyllabic 
words  
 
Irregular 
vowel and 
consonant 
spellings 
 
Non-word  
examples 
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The York Assessment of Reading for Comprehension 
Summary of Administration Guidelines  
 
This is a summary of the instructions in the manual, but the assessor will need to 
have the manual available for reference to Tables and the exact words that should 
be said when instructing the children. If several people are assessing at the same 
time you will need to photocopy relevant pages from the Reading Booklet and 
manual so the Average Ability scores can be calculated.  
 
If using Form A, photocopy pages A-Beginner-A6 of the Passage Reading Booklet, 
and pages 26-29, 38-41, 49-52, 61-63, and 118-124 of the Passage Reading 
Australian Edition Manual for each assessor.  
 
If using Form B, photocopy pages B-Beginner- B-6 of the Passage Reading Booklet, 
and pages 26-29, 42-45, 52-55, 64-66, and 125-131.  That will give each person the 
information they require to complete the assessment. 
 
You only need to complete the section in the box headed ‘Raw scores and 
conversion to ability scores’ on the front page of the Student Record Form. Results 
will be much more valid if you have at least one practice with a child not involved in 
the project data collection.  
 
Make sure you are using the Passage Reading Test and Record Form, not the Early 
Reading test and Record Form. 
 
Use Student Record Form A for the pre-test 
 
Complete student details carefully at top of front page of Student Record Form. Age 
should be in years and complete months only. Don’t count extra days. The recorded 
age of a student who is 9 years, 3 months and 28 days would be 9.03 – that is, round 
down, not up.  
 
Choosing where to start 
For children making good progress, choose the passage consistent with their year 
level. A child in Year 2 making good progress could start reading Passage Level 2. If 
they are making average or poor progress, move down one level. If you are not sure, 
test children on the Single Word Reading Test (SWRT) first, and, based on their raw 
score, start on the passage level indicated in Table 3.2 at the top of page 26 in the 
manual. 
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Administering the test 
Turn to the appropriate level passage in the Reading Passage book, and read the 
instructions exactly as they are in the box on p. 27 of the manual. 
 
Timing 
Start stopwatch as student begins to read and stop as the last 
word is read. Record the time to the nearest second on the 
Student Record Form. 
 
If the student makes an error, give the correct word if it is needed to maintain 
comprehension. If a student stops at a word, wait 5 seconds before providing the 
word. Record errors on the Student Record Form using the abbreviations on pp. 27-
28. An example of how to record errors is given on p. 29. 
 
When the student has stopped reading, ask the comprehension questions if the 
student has not exceeded the number of errors(**see below). Do not rephrase 
questions or emphasise certain words. You can suggest that they look back at the 
passage if they need to but do not help them locate answer. 
 
Examples of correct and incorrect responses are given in Appendix 2 starting on p. 
118 for Form A and p. 125 for Form B. Answers need to mean basically the same, 
but not necessarily be in exactly the same words as the examples given to be scored 
as correct. Do not provide the correct answer if the student answers incorrectly, 
because you might provide the answer to a future question. 
 
** For Levels 1 and 2, don’t ask comprehension questions if the student makes more 
than 15 errors. 
For Levels 3 -6, don’t ask comprehension questions if the student makes more than 
20 errors. 
If student makes 21 or more errors, don’t record time or ask comprehension 
questions. 
 
Selecting the second passage for student to read 
If the student has scored 4 or less for comprehension on the first passage, drop 
down one level.  
 
If the student make close to the number of allowable errors in decoding, also drop 
down one level for second passage. 
 
If student has scored 5 or more for comprehension, administer the next passage at a 
higher level.  
 
Children who read Level 6 passage well also need to read Level 5 passage for the 
second reading because Level 6 is the highest level. 
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Calculating the scores 
 The test provides scores in three sub-skills of reading 
• Accuracy 
• Reading rate 
• Comprehension 
 
ACCURACY 
The ability score is not the same as the raw score. The ability score for accuracy is 
calculated by averaging the ability scores from two passages. Calculate the number 
of reading errors in each passage and record both on the front page. If you are using 
Form A, the Tables from pp. 38-41 allow you to convert the raw scores of each 
passage to an Ability score. If you are using Form B, use the Tables on pp. 42-45. 
Make sure you read the table that applies to the appropriate passage level. For 
example, you would convert the raw scores for the Form A level 5 passage by 
looking at the table on the top of p. 41. 
 
Once you have both ability scores, add them together and divide by two. Round to 
the nearest number. 
 
You don’t have to do any further calculations for accuracy. We will do the 
conversions to standard scores, percentiles ranks and age equivalents. For 
diagnostic purposes, you might like to complete the ‘Analysis of reading errors’ 
towards the bottom of the page. 
 
READING RATE 
Record the time taken to read each passage to the nearest second on the front page 
under Time Taken. You then need to do a simple calculation for each passage to 
obtain the time category. 
 
Number of words in passage   x 5   
Divided by Time taken in seconds    
 
Record this for each passage read on the front page under Time Category. 
 
You then need to refer to the Tables on pp. 49-52 if you are using Form A to locate 
the ability score – just read along the row relevant to each time category score. 
Record this in the column headed Ability score. If using Form B, use the Tables on 
pp. 52-55. 
 
Repeat these steps for the second passage. To obtain the average, add together the 
two ability scores and divide by 2.  Round to the nearest whole number and record 
at the bottom of that section next to Average ability score. 
 
You don’t have to do any further calculations for fluency. We will do the 
conversions to standard scores, percentiles ranks and age equivalents. 
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COMPREHENSION 
Record the comprehension raw scores, which is the number of questions answered 
correctly in the two passages, in the columns under Comprehension on the front 
page of the Student Record Form.  Add the total score at the bottom of the right 
hand column. 
 
To calculate the paired ability score you need to look at Table 4.7 on pp. 61-63 if 
using Form A. If using Form B, use the Tables on pp. 64-66. Select the table for the 
pair of passages that the student read. Locate the total raw score in the left hand 
column and read along the row to the next column to locate the paired ability score. 
 
Record the Paired ability score in the box at the bottom of the Comprehension 
columns on the front page of the Student Record Form. 
 
This concludes your bit! We do the rest of the calculations. Pat yourself on the 
back – you have just gained a great deal of very useful information. (If at home, 
pour a glass of wine.)    
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Converting to standard scores, percentile ranks and age equivalents using 
Form A 
In the table headed Standard scores on the front page of the Student Record Form, 
copy the Average Ability scores for Accuracy and Rate, and the Paired ability score 
for Comprehension from the table above. 
 
Calculations for Accuracy using Form A 
To calculate Standard scores for Accuracy using Form A, use Table 4.3 on pp. 46-47. 
Locate the student’s Ability score in the left hand column, and track along that row 
until you have reached the student’s age grouping from the top row. The student’s 
Standard score is where those two intersect. Record the Standard score in the third 
column of the table headed Standard Scores on the front page of the Student 
Record Form. 
 
To convert the Standard score to a Percentile rank for Accuracy using Form A, use 
Table 4.10 on p. 70 (All percentile ranks are calculated using this Table.) Locate the 
student’s Standard score for Accuracy in the left hand column, and read along the 
row to the next column to locate the Percentile rank. Record the Percentile rank in 
the fourth column of the table headed Standard Scores on the front page of the 
Student Record Form. 
 
To convert Ability scores to Age equivalents for Accuracy using Form A, use Table 
4.11 on p.71. Locate the student’s Ability score (not Standard score) in the left hand 
column, and read along the row to the next column to locate the Age equivalent. 
Record the Age equivalent in the final column of the table headed Standard Scores 
on the front page of the Student Record Form. 
 
Calculations for Rate using form A 
To calculate Standard scores for Rate using Form A, use Table XX on pp. 56-59. 
Locate the student’s Ability score in the left hand column, and track along that row 
until you have reached the student’s age grouping from the top row. The student’s 
Standard score is where those two intersect. Record the Standard score in the third 
column of the table headed Standard Scores on the front page of the Student 
Record Form. 
 
To convert the Standard score to a Percentile rank for Rate using Form A, use Table 
4.10 on p. 70 (All percentile ranks are calculated using this Table.) Locate the 
student’s Standard score for Rate in the left hand column, and read along the row to 
the next column to locate the Percentile rank. Record the Percentile rank in the 
fourth column of the table headed Standard Scores on the front page of the Student 
Record Form. 
 
To convert Ability scores to age equivalents for Rate using Form A, use Table 4.12 on 
p.72. Locate the student’s Ability score (not Standard score) in the left hand column, 
and read along the row to the next column to locate the Age equivalent. Record the 
Age equivalent in the final column of the table headed Standard Scores on the front 
page of the Student Record Form. 
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Calculations for Comprehension using Form A 
To calculate Standard scores for Comprehension using Form A, use the Tables on pp. 
67-68. Locate the student’s Ability score in the left hand column, and track along 
that row until you have reached the student’s age grouping from the top row. The 
student’s Standard score is where those two intersect. Record the Standard score in 
the third column of the table headed Standard Scores on the front page of the 
Student Record Form. 
 
To convert the Standard score to a Percentile rank for Comprehension using Form A, 
use Table 4.10 on p. 70 (All percentile ranks are calculated using this Table.) Locate 
the student’s Standard score for Comprehension in the left hand column, and read 
along the row to the next column to locate the Percentile rank. Record the 
Percentile rank in the fourth column of the table headed Standard Scores on the 
front page of the Student Record Form. 
 
To convert Ability scores to age equivalents for Comprehension using Form A, use 
Table 4.13 on p.73. Locate the student’s Ability score (not Standard score) in the left 
hand column, and read along the row to the next column to locate the Age 
equivalent. Record the Age equivalent in the final column of the table headed 
Standard Scores on the front page of the Student Record Form. 
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Converting to standard scores, percentile ranks and age equivalents using 
Form B 
In the table headed Standard scores on the front page of the Student Record Form, 
copy the Average Ability scores for Accuracy and Rate, and the Paired ability score 
for Comprehension from the table above. 
 
Calculations for Accuracy using Form B 
To calculate Standard scores for Accuracy using Form B, use Table 4.3 on pp. 46-47. 
Locate the student’s Ability score in the left hand column, and track along that row 
until you have reached the student’s age grouping from the top row. The student’s 
Standard score is where those two intersect. Record the Standard score in the third 
column of the table headed Standard Scores on the Student Record Form: Form B. 
 
To convert the Standard score to a Percentile rank for Accuracy using Form B, use 
Table 4.10 on p. 70 (All percentile ranks are calculated using this Table.) Locate the 
student’s Standard score for Accuracy in the left hand column, and read along the 
row to the next column to locate the Percentile rank. Record the Percentile rank in 
the fourth column of the table headed Standard Scores on the Student Record 
Form: Form B. 
 
To convert Ability scores to age equivalents for Accuracy using Form B, use Table 
4.11 on p.71. Locate the student’s Ability score (not Standard score) in the left hand 
column, and read along the row to the next column to locate the Age equivalent. 
Record the Age equivalent in the final column of the table headed Standard Scores 
on the Student Record Form: Form B.. 
 
Calculations for Rate using form B 
To calculate Standard scores for Rate using Form B use the Tables on pp. 56-59. 
Locate the student’s Ability score in the left hand column, and track along that row 
until you have reached the student’s age grouping from the top row. The student’s 
Standard score is where those two intersect. Record the Standard score in the third 
column of the table headed Standard Scores on the Student Record Form: Form B. 
 
To convert the Standard score to a Percentile rank for Rate using Form B use Table 
4.10 on p. 70 (All percentile ranks are calculated using this Table.) Locate the 
student’s Standard score for Rate in the left hand column, and read along the row to 
the next column to locate the Percentile rank. Record the Percentile rank in the 
fourth column of the table headed Standard Scores on the Student Record Form: 
Form B. 
 
To convert Ability scores to age equivalents for Rate using Form B, use Table 4.12 on 
p.72. Locate the student’s Ability score (not Standard score) in the left hand column, 
and read along the row to the next column to locate the Age equivalent. Record the 
Age equivalent in the final column of the table headed Standard Scores on the the 
Student Record Form: Form B. 
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Calculations for Comprehension using Form B 
To calculate Standard scores for Comprehension using Form B, use Table 4.9 on pp. 
67-68. Locate the student’s Ability score in the left hand column, and track along 
that row until you have reached the student’s age grouping from the top row. The 
student’s Standard score is where those two intersect. Record the Standard score in 
the third column of the table headed Standard Scores on the Student Record Form: 
Form B. 
 
To convert the Standard score to a Percentile rank for Comprehension using Form B 
use Table 4.10 on p. 70 (All percentile ranks are calculated using this Table.) Locate 
the student’s Standard score for Comprehension in the left hand column, and read 
along the row to the next column to locate the Percentile rank. Record the 
Percentile rank in the fourth column of the table headed Standard Scores on the 
Student Record Form: Form B. 
 
To convert Ability scores to age equivalents for Comprehension using Form B, use 
Table 4.13 on p.73. Locate the student’s Ability score (not Standard score) in the left 
hand column, and read along the row to the next column to locate the Age 
equivalent. Record the Age equivalent in the final column of the table headed 
Standard Scores on the Student Record Form: Form B. 
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SCHOOL YORK SPAT-R ALPHACHECK 
CLASS NO CLASS NO CLASS NO 
BALGA 
Rm 21 Year 6/7's 
Room 19 Year 5/6's 
Room 12 Year 4 
Room 7 Year 4 
Room 10 Year 2/3's 
Room 9 Year 2 
7 
6 
12 
9 
6 
6 
  Room 7 Year 4 
Room 10 Year 2/3's 
Room 9 Year 2 
1 
6 
6 
NORTH BALGA 
Year 2 
Room 8 Year 3 
Room 7 Year 4/5 
Room 12 Year 5/6 
Room 25 Year 6/7 
2 
4 
8 
5 
9 
PP 
 
6 Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 
6 
6 
2 
WARRIAPENDI 
Year 4 
Year 5 
Year 6 
Year 7 
6 
6 
6 
6 
PP 
 
6 Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 
 
6 
6 
6 
SWAN VIEW 
Class A6 6/7 
Class A1 6/7 
Class A7 6/7 
Class B2 Year 3 
Class B3 Year 3 
Class B6 Year 4 
Class C1 Year 4 
Class C4 Year 4/5 
Class C6 Year 4/5 
12 
6 
6 
6 
5 
6 
5 
6 
6 
    
WIRRABIRRA 
Class A3 Year 3 
Class B1 Year 4/5 
Class B2 Year 5 
Class B3 Year 3/4 
Class C1 Year 6/7 
Class C2 Year 6/7 
Class C3 Year 6/7 
Class C4 Year 6/7 
Class C5 Year 3/4 
Class C6 Year 3/4/5 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
9 
A2 Year 1 
A4 Year 2 
A5 Year 1/2 
A6 Year 2 
D1 Year PP/1 
D2 Year PP/1 
D3 PP 
24 
23 
24 
23 
24 
22 
24 
A2 Year 1 
A3 Year 3 
A4 Year 4 
A5 Year 1/2 
A6 Year 2 
B3 Year 3 
C5 Year 3 
C6 Year 3 
D1 Year 1 
D2 Year 1 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
5 
5 
WADDINGTON 
G/W Year 1/2 
JA Year 2/3 
JC Year 4/5 
MS Year 6/7 
1 
6 
5 
6 
PP 7 G/W Year 1/2 
 
6 
MERRIWA 
SZ Rm 11 Year 2 
JL Year 3 
Year 4 
Year 5 
Year 6 
Year 7 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
AH Class 2 PP 
TL Class 3 PP 
CT Class 1 PP 
20 
18 
18 
SF Rm 6 Year 1 
EP Rm 7 Year 1 
TR Rm 9 Year 1 
 
19 
20 
19 
BRAMFIELD PARK 
Year 4 
Year 5 
Year 6 
Year 7 
4 
4 
4 
4 
    
QUEENS PARK 
  PP 
Year 1 
Year 2 
8 
9 
7 
  
CLAYTON VIEW   PP 7 KF Year 1 MM Year 2/3 
6 
12 
LOCKRIDGE 
  PP 6 Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 
6 
3 
6 
MIDVALE 
Room 11 Year 7 
Room 10 Year 6/7 
Room 8/9 Year 5 
R1213 Intervention Year 4/5 
26 
28 
12 
10 
PP 14 Room 47 Year 2/3 
PP1 
28 
11 
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School visits  
 
Date Time School Mentor 
2013 
March 11 9.30 - 10.45 Bramfield Park Leadership 
March 11 11.15 - 12.30 Wirrabirra Leadership 
March 13 10.00 - 11.00 Balga Literacy 
March 14 9.00 - 10.00 Midvale Literacy 
March 19 9.00 - 11.30 Warriapendi Literacy 
March 19 2.00 – 3.30 Waddington PS Literacy 
March 20 9.00 – 10.00 Wirrabirra Literacy 
March 20 9.00 – 11.00 North Balga Literacy 
March 20 12.00 – 1.30 Lockridge Literacy 
March 20 11.00 –12.00 Swan View Literacy 
March 20 1.30 – 3.00 Bramfield Park Literacy 
March 21 9.00 – 11.00 Ashfield Literacy 
March 25 9.30 – 10.30 Ashfield Leadership 
March 25 11.30 - 12.30 Lockridge Leadership 
March 26 9.30 -10.30 Midvale Leadership 
March 26 11.30 –12.30 Swan View Leadership 
March 27 9.30 -10.30 Queens Park Leadership 
March 27 11.30 –12.30 Clayton View Leadership 
March 28 9.30 -10.30 Balga Leadership 
March 28 11.30 –12.30 North Balga Leadership 
    
April 3 9.00 - 12.00 Lockridge Literacy 
April 3 9.30 - 10.30 Waddington Leadership 
April 3 11.00 - 12.00 Warriapendi Leadership 
April 4 9.30 – 10.30 Merriwa Leadership 
April 12 8.30 – 10.00 Clayton View Literacy 
    
May 7 8.30 – 10.30 Clayton View Literacy 
May 17 9.15 – 11.00 Swan View Literacy 
May 23 8.30 – 10.30 Clayton View Literacy 
May 29 8.45 – 11.00 North Balga Literacy 
May 29 3.00 – 4.30 Ashfield  Literacy 
May 30 3.00 – 5.00 Midvale Literacy 
May 30 8.30 – 10.30 Clayton View Literacy 
May 31 9.00 – 12.00 Balga Literacy 
May 31 1.15 – 3.15 Wirrabirra Literacy 
    
June 6 3.00 – 4.00 Clayton View Literacy 
June 23 2.15 – 3.30 Balga Literacy 
    
July 1 8.30 – 10.00 Clayton View Literacy 
July 2 2.15 – 3.30 Balga Literacy 
July 22 8.30 – 12.30 Bramfield Park Literacy 
July 22 1.00 – 3.00 Swan View Literacy 
July 29 9.30-10.30 Midvale Leadership 
July 29 11.00-12.00 Swan View Leadership 
July 29 1.00-2.00 Clayton View Leadership 
July 30 9.30-10.30 Waddington Leadership 
July 30 11.00-12.00 Warriapendi Leadership 
July 30 1.30-2.30 Ashfield Leadership 
July 31 9.30-10.30 Balga Leadership 
July 31 11.00-12.00 North Balga Leadership 
July 31 1.30-3.30 Lockridge Leadership 
    
August 1 9.30-10.30 Queens Park Leadership 
August 1 1.30-2.30 Merriwa Leadership 
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Date Time School Mentor 
August 7 9.30-11.30 Bramfield Park Leadership 
August 13 3.15-4.15 Warriapendi Literacy 
August 19 8.30 -1.30 Merriwa cluster Literacy 
August 27 3.15-4.15 Warriapendi Literacy 
August 28 11.00-1.00 Clayton View Literacy 
    
September  18 9.00-11.30 Balga Literacy 
September 18 1.00-2.30 Clayton View Literacy 
    
October 14 9.00-12.00 Roseworth Literacy 
October 21 3.00-4.30 Warriapendi Literacy 
October 23 1.00-2.00 Balga Leadership 
October 24 9.30-10.30 Lockridge Leadership 
October 25 9.30-10.30 Midvale Leadership 
October 25 11.00-12.00 Swan View Leadership 
October 25 1.00-2.00 Merriwa Leadership 
October 30 9.30-10.30 Waddington Leadership 
October 30 1.00-2.00 North Balga Leadership 
October 31 1.30-2.30 Warriapendi Leadership 
    
November 1 11.00-12.00 Ashfield Leadership 
November 5 8.30-12.30 Balga Literacy 
November 5 2.00-3.00 Clayton View Leadership 
November 6 1.30-2.30 Queens Park Leadership 
November 7 12.30-2.30 Wirrabirra Leadership 
November 11 11.00-1.30 Wirrabirra Literacy 
November 13 9.00-11.00 Balga Literacy 
November 14 9.00-11.00 Lockridge Literacy 
November 20 9.00-10.30 Bramfield Park Leadership 
November 21 9.00-11.00 Swan View Literacy 
November 25 11.00-1.00 Clayton View Literacy 
    
December 2 11.00-1.00 Clayton View Literacy 
December  6 11.00-12.30 Clayton View Literacy 
2014 
February 4 9.30 - 10.30 Wirrabirra Literacy 
February 5 2.30 - 4.00 Bramfield Literacy 
February 5 1.00 - 2.00 Wirrabirra Literacy 
February 10 8.30 - 12.00 North Balga. Literacy 
February 11 9.15 - 1.15 Wirrabirra Literacy 
February 12 10.30 - 11.30 Swan View Literacy 
February 13 3.00 - 5.00 Midvale Literacy 
February 14 9.00 - 1.00 Waddington Literacy 
February 17 9.30 - 1.00 Gidgegannup Literacy 
February 19 10 .00 - 11.30 Clayton View Literacy 
February 27 11.15 - 1.00 Clayton View Literacy 
February 27 1.30 - 3.00 Swan View Literacy 
    
March 4 1. 30 - 2.30 Balga Literacy 
March 5 1.30 - 2.30 Midvale Literacy 
March 6 9.30 - 11.30 Waddington Literacy 
March 7 9.00 - 10.30 Clayton View Literacy 
March 11 9.00 - 1.00 North Balga Literacy 
March 11 3.00 - 5.00 Queens Park Literacy 
March 19 2.45 - 4.15 Wirrabirra Literacy 
March 26 3.00 - 4.00 Bramfield Park Literacy 
March 27 9.30 - 12.00 Lockridge Literacy 
March 27 1.30 - 2.00 Swan View Literacy 
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Date Time School Mentor 
April 1 9.00 - 12.30 Wirrabirra Literacy 
April 2 9.00 - 10.00 Clayton View Literacy 
April 3 9.45 - 12.30 Lockridge Literacy 
April 8 9.00 - 12.30 Wirrabirra Literacy 
April 28 1.00 - 3.00 Merriwa Literacy 
    
May 5 8.30 - 3.00 Connelly Literacy 
May 8 9.00 - 10.00 Roseworth Literacy 
May 8 1.00 - 2.00 Swan View Literacy 
May 14 2.45 - 4.00 Wirrabirra Literacy 
May 15 9.30 - 10.30 Lockridge Literacy 
May 27 8.30 - 12.00 North Balga Literacy 
May 20 10 .00 - 11.00 Clayton View Literacy 
May 22 10 .00 - 12.00 Lockridge Literacy 
May 29 8.45 - 11.30 Wirrabirra Literacy 
    
June 11 9.00 - 10.30 Lockridge Literacy 
June 12 10.00 - 11.00 Wirrabirra Literacy 
June 18 10.00 - 11.00 Wirrabirra Literacy 
June 19 10.00 - 11.00 Lockridge Literacy 
June 24 9.30 - 12.30 North Balga Literacy 
    
July 2 9.00 - 12.30 Wirrabirra Literacy 
July 4 9.00 - 10.00 Lockridge Literacy 
July 5 9 .00 - 11.00 Swan View Literacy 
July 21 12.00 - 1.00 Merriwa cluster Literacy 
July 24 9.00 - 12.30 Wirrabirra Literacy 
July 25 11.00 - 12.00 Lockridge Literacy 
July 25 9.00 - 10.00 North Balga Literacy 
    
August 6 9.00 - 10.00 Wirrabirra Literacy 
August 12 1.00 - 2.00 Clayton View Literacy 
August 21 11.30 - 12.30 Wirrabirra Literacy 
    
October 21 3.00 - 4.30 Warriapendi Literacy 
October 30 9.30 - 11.30 Lockridge Literacy 
    
November 5 8.30 - 1.00 Balga Literacy 
November 6 10.00 - 11.00 Lockridge Literacy 
November 13 10.00 - 11.30 Clayton View Literacy 
November 20 9.00 - 10.30 Clayton View Literacy 
    
December 1 9.00 - 12.00 Wirrabirra Literacy 
December 4 10.00 - 12.00 Clayton View Literacy 
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Year 3 Pre-Post Rankings for Reading Comprehension:  
Pre Percentiles 1-20  
Pre Post
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Year 4 Pre-Post Rankings for Reading Comprehension:  
Pre Percentiles 1-20  
Pre Post
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Year 5 Pre-Post Rankings for Reading Comprehension:  
Pre Percentiles 1-20  
Pre Post
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Year 6 Pre-Post Rankings for Reading Comprehension:  
Pre Percentiles 1-20  
Pre Post
APPENDIX Y
113
 
  
< < < < < < < < < < < < < 
0
10
20
30
40
50
60
70
80
90
100
PL
M
W CD K
S
N
A JL SE JT
KM
-J HT BC M
K
M
H
AK
DM
P
Ty R
T
KI
T
AV
DB O
L
EB B
R
Year 7 Pre-Post Rankings for Reading Comprehension: Pre 
Percentiles 1-20  
Pre Post
APPENDIX Y
114
